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ABSTRACT

The study examined the 1mportance of social protocols
(social interaction expectations) in the employability of hand1capped

persons. The pro;ect 1nvolved four goals (sample £1nd1ngs 1n - -

skills were ranked h1ghly, as_were follow1ng 1nstruct1ons) a
naturalistic observation of 17 handicapped and 16 nonhand1capped o
workers (a broad spc;al71nteract1on,pattern ex1sted "among successful
‘employees, although handicapped workers had low rate and duration of
social interactions, and a smaller extent of active participation
than: nonhandicapped Ss); assessment of the relationship between
observed ‘social interaction patterns of handicapped youth in work

employment officers' contact reports; and development of a 1list of

social protocols 1mportant in employment. A composite is presented

thh the 10 top posxtxve and five top negative social protocols.
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znstructxons, responazng to job related emergencies, and using social

amenities: Among _negative protocols are using weak excuses, arguing,
and hav1ng £r1ends around during work. It was concluded that

deal1ngﬁw1th prodpct1v1ty and with be1ng?p;easant. {cL)
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The social protocol project was designed to provide information about

the Social requirements of work environments so that this knowledge, embed-=

~ded in future programs; might enhance the opportun1ty for successful em-
ployment among handicapped people. - There were several premises upon which
& ' the research strategies were based. ;?1rst, little is known about the
social aspects of work. Hence, no one 1ﬁvééiidéiivé‘éﬁﬁFééEﬁ is likely to .

y1e1d sufficiéht breadth of information. Thus, a variety of methodologies

3 contexts that define theﬁr situational appropriateness: These contextual

reiationshipé are herein referred to as social ﬁFbtécbis; fﬁira;
l

‘ (
c been sometimes rendered in such g]oba] terms as to have almost no

(A8

functional utility. In contrast; they may be described in relation to such
specific events or circumstances that they have no generality and are

= hence, equally useless. The consideration of where to operate on the
continuun of specificity is a primary issue in the theoretical
aanéptuéiizatibn and operational design of social behavior research:

€ 4orvover, an appropriate degree of specificity for one set of purposes

might be inadequate for others: Thus, where little is known about social
srotucols, as in the employment arena; a researcher must bear the burden of
C a perilous decision without much guidance. Resources permit only a small

number of options to be explored within an almost infinite array of
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possibilities. It would be a prudent strategy then; to collect data on
social protocols at various points along the specificity continuum in order

to better guide future research: . That was the intent in this project.

introductory remarks; each objective will be discussed in turn after which

a concluding section will summarize findings and present recommendations.
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Introduction

Employment for handicapped people has not been abyndant. In fact,

~ unemployment and underemployment has been the general rule. For severely

5Hahdiéébbéd people employment occurs mostly within the confines of

sheltered workshops where average earnings were $661 a year in 1979.
Handicapped people in work activity cénters fared iéss,ﬁéii;féaihihg e
through a continuum from day activity centers to work activity centers to

sheltered workshops and, finally, to semi-sheltered or competitive

employment; there would be some reason for optimism. However, the facts

- suggest that the presumed continuum of vocational programs in most

communities is not functioning for individual clients. Most individuals in
competitive or upperg Tevels of sheltered employment are so placed within a
few months to a year. Those who are not placed within a two to three year

Eéfiéa‘ééﬁéFéiiy remaift indefinitely at lower levels in the vocational

./5Fé96éati§ﬁai program continuum where there is little opportunity for

meaningful work or to earn wages: The reasons for lack of movement along

the vocational ¢ontinuum are many. That discussion is beyond the scope of
dults to interact within thd required social protocols of vocational
training and employment settings has played a large role.  While self-care,
community living and vocational task skills Have-received considerable
sttention from scientists and program Heveiopé%é; social interaction
. o S - - -
related to the work place has been mostly ignored.
the scientific literature. Survey research and observational research

methodologies were to be applied to the problem of identifying the social

6
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protocols operating in the work place. A more detailed déSérihtiﬁﬁibf

these research strategies is presented below:

)
Survey Research. | ﬂ
ti

The Social Protocol Project proposed to use a ques ionnaire with work-

placement ufficers and employers of the handicapped to secure their opin-
ions about important séeiéi parameters of work. As this study evolved, it
hecame drogressively more méthoaoiogigaiijicompiex in order to obtain a
greater variety of information. Initial use of a questionnaire provided
useful information, but that information wis %Eugir§iia§1y limited.
Therefore; the process below was déveioped to.prori&e a broader set of
information.

Tht-ee Dimensional Questionnaire: As preliminary questionnaires were

given and respondents were queried, it became clear that it was not suffi=

cient to ask just about the 1mportance'cf a part1cu]ar questlonnalre 1tem
(i.e., social procoibi); Indeed; preliminary data suggested that a parti-

cular category of beh291or may be more or 1685 1mportant may occur more or
7 7 - S ) \
less frequently, and may be more or less prbb]éﬁétic with new employees.
This feedback led to the development of a questionnaire format that called

upon respondents to rate each social protocol in each of three‘dimensions;

importance, frequenicy, and employer satisfaction with new employees in

o
regard to ‘that social prbtécol '

Thrée Categorles'of'Emplqyersr Préiiﬁiﬁéryiﬁérk suggested that

smployers of d1fferent types might respond in different ways to aues-
tionnaire iteme Therefore the survey sampled three categorles of .
=mp1oyers, food serv1ce emp]oyers (eg 5 restaurants and cafeter1as), other
service emp]oyers (e.q:, grocery stores; pr1nt1ng shops, etc.); and

1ndustr1al or agr1cu1tura1 manurfacturers (e. a.; cheeSe factories).

\
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Interviewing Employers: the preliminary work made it apparent that

questionnaires can only provide a surface level of information. That is;

" However, they do.not permit respondents to provide information that goes

beyond the prearranged items on the questionnaire. For that reason, 56
interview was also conducted with every respondent. The purpose of these
interviews was two-fold: First, interviews were used to gather examples
from employers about the specific sociéi protocols that were important in

their businesseés. In this way, a detailed descriptiom of the ¢ircumstances

" was used to find out how different employers attempt to correct or other-

wise discipline employees in the face of behavior they consider to be

inappropriate or undesirable:

Observatiohal Recearch. The Social Protecol Project proposed to con-

vivo; the social interaction that takes place and the circumstances in

which it occurs. Initially, it was proposed that people placed,from Cache
Instructional Workshop would be observed in their places of employment in

conjunction with some of their nonhandicapped co-workers: However, pre-

turned out that there were not all that many Cache Instructional Workshop -

clients placed in competitive employment recently. The dominant employer

) , S
51 ohe hWandicapped in the Cache Valley area turned out to be Deseret
Indistries, Inc. For that reason, Deséret Industries was chosen as the
primary site in which handicapped and nonhandicapped workers would be

3
N

observed. Second, a preliminary study-was Conducted in which some handi-

1
3
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capped and nonhandicapped workers were observed in several different bus-
inesses:. The primary purpose of this study was to develop a system for
6B§éfﬁiﬁ§ social behavior: It became evident from this preliminary work

tion. For that reason; two observation systems were developed. One exa-
mines the structure of ongoing social intgractions using an interval re-

cording system in which the rates, patterns, 'and participants of social
interaction are assessed. The second system uses a checklist to efficient=
1y record additional information not available from the f{rst observation
system. The remainder of the report presents the fiﬁdinéé for each of the

four goals proposed in the Social Protocol Project:

11
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Goal One

/// . .INTRODUCTION

émplbyérs' rétihgs of social protoca}s related to the_employab111ty of

‘hanidcapped youth. Competitive empioyménirwéék §uBéF65§6F§‘FéEﬁéF than

ptacement officers were included as participants in this study There has
been relat1ve1y little recent job placement activity for hand1capped youth

n Cache Valley. Therefore, pgacement officers were not felt to be a

iuseful source of 1nformat1on; In contrast, judgements by compet1t1ve

- employers, about §6Eié1 betétbis important for success on the job Sééméd

of handlcapped people:

Previous research in this area has fbtuééd primarily on task require=
ments of jobs rather than.on social skills ;hat may be necessary for job
success. This research has fécuSéd on sheltered workshops rather than on
competitive/employment settings (Maigady & Barcher, 1982; Rusch, et al:,
1982; Mithaug, et al., 1977; Foss § Peterson, 1981). The present study was

aimed at identifying social protoco]s that emp]oyers con51dered relevant to

job success in competitive employment:

N METHODS

i o B T ?‘;

A. Subject Selection _ _ .
fhe survey was conducted in Cache County (population 48,500), Utah. A

listing of businesses 1n Eache County was obtained from the ‘telephone

Jirectory; the Cache County Chamber of Commerce; and the Utah State Direc-

-

tory of BHSiﬁéSSés The businesses were selected for 1nc1u>10n in the:
study based on two factors: (a) the business had to have at least eight
- WO ) o i nd | :
10
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The mames of businesses that met tne above Criteria were tnen aiviueu
into three categories; manufacturers, services, and food services, and
assigned a rahdom number. In each of the three categories, twenty busi-
nesses were Sélected based on the first twenty random numbers; ten first-
choice hérticipahts and ten alternates: The types of businesses that
comprised thé‘Sémpié are descrkbed in Table 1:1:

e .
R .

social behavior among employees. Further; the on-11ne superv1sor evaluates

the employees' performance and their opinions of individuals may lead to

- job promotion, retention, or loss:

Following the random selection of biusinesses; a manager from each
business was contacted by phone. On the basis of the telephone interview,
gach business was screened further: é?itéria for screening included: a)

employees did not have to be 11censed or have special sk111s training; c)

ths jubs did not require skills beyond math and readvng; and ~d) there
. 1d ot Be a requirement of union membership. If the business met all of
the above criteria, that business was included in the study. If the

hisiness failed to meet any one of the above criteria, the business was

| exc]uded from the survey and a business from the alternate list was selec-

féd. A te]ephone interview was then condicted with the new business.

A 37-item questionnaire form was mailed to on-line supervisors at

Cor . ®
* e i . ]|
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Table 1.1
Businesses Sampled -

Category . Number and Types of Businesses

Processed diary products

‘Manu

. I Manufacture office supplies

Manufacture car seat covers
Develop electronic supplies
Manufactur animal feed
Produce baked goods

Grocery Stores
Motels = .
Health Care Centers

: Services

) RO I e e e b ), G,

Restaurants

Lol S 2 BV -
fep]
|
3
3]
]
7]
—
-
1]
[
t
Qu
-
=
‘.
3
t
w

University cafeteria

>

(2

»
>

12




literature and from preliminary survey researéh with employers. Each
questionnaire item was rated from 1 to 5 by supervisors on each of three
difiensions (frequency, importance; and satisfaction).

AY .
/

Insert Table 1.2 about here

.

-

ted by phone and an interview was scheduled at each place of business.
During the interview, the supervisor was asked to select five categories of
behavior that were of "most concern®, from the 37-item questionnaire. When
supervisors hiad difficulty choosing five categories of behavior that were
of "most concern", the interviewer provided prompts based on the super-
visors' responses to quesiibhhé??é items. Prompts consisted of pointing
out questionnaire items that had been ranked both as being very important
éhd being sources of dissatisfaction: After 'séié'ctihg the five items of

'S

"most concern'; the supervisor was asked to provide 5 typical example that
-etting in which the behavior occurred, the time of day or the circum-
stances in which the behavior was most likely to occur, the sequence of
avents including anteécedent conditions, a description of the actual behav-
.16;(5); and the events that followed that behavior.

Next, supervisors were asked Eé'FéﬁéFE their typical response whéen
each category of behavior of most concern occurred: A matrix that listed
twelve consequences ranging from ignoring the behavior to firing the

1]

|
|
-
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Birection:

contribute to successful

job performance:

INYLL 4.6

Read. each one and select one of

Below is a list of emp10yee behaviors that may or may not

the numbered descriptors that best describes {1) how frequently the

situdation occurs in your work settwng' (2) how important the behavior is to

successfu1 performance of your specific type of work; and (3) how satisfied

you are with this behavior in employees when they first beaqin employment:
Place the_number for the correct descr1ptor 1n the space that corresponds

to the column desianatie

correspond to freduenc

b of OCCUrrence)

Note

Whenever a situation is

described that is negative or undesirable; rate the item for 1mportance

as: “how important it would be for the Eltuatﬁon not to occur.
S ;
1 11 ; 111
Freouency of Occurrence. Importance to ioh/success Satisfaction

0 Not applicable to this joh 0 Not applicable to this iob U Not Applicable to this 1ob
1 Less than once a month 1 Not at all important 1 Not satisfied with any
2 About once a month 2 Rarely imporfant ~ employee
3 About once a week 3 Moderately ifiportant 2 Satisfied with a few
4 About once a day 4 Very important ‘ _ employees ~ _
5 More than once a day § Critical tg job success 3 Sgt)sf1egfw1th ha1f
~ of the employees
i 4 Satisfied with most en310yee
/ 5 Sasisfied with all emo oyees
Example ’ . D O ST §
Hav1nq friends around durina on the iob ﬁad;g
- k3
T

M

'Carryan out instructions which need attethon on1y after an amount f
of time has passed from the time of the aiven instructions (e.d.,

you aré throuah stacking boxes,-beain to take 1nventbry")

Prov1d1nq 1nformat10n to other emp1oyees or to the pubTJc whith iS

Independent1y qett1no necessary. 1nformat10n reouwred for performmnq

"Wheh Ki

*i.

a new task (e.g., checking a catalogue to locate dep1eted materials):

mo
.?1 i

BEST CU”:’ RS
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. S. Refusing to follow wreong 1nstructions from co-workers in an acceptable

vy

2]
[

- 10.
11:

12.

13:
14.

manner (e.a., "I can't leave until 1'm sure that the pressure Qauar is

stable")s

Ignoring inapprooriate aossiping or boisterous behav1or by co-workers.

Conversina in "small ta]k" unrelated to work doring

Admitting a wrong éttibﬁ; 6f,éb6]6diiiﬁ§ to someone

Praising co-workers for ipbs well done.

Friendly joking or kidding with co-workers.

1ob hours.

on the job:

Referrwng inguiries or 1nstruct1ons to qualified personnel desiagnated

to handle such’ work {e.q.; "credit can be obtained on the second floor"):

Offering [help to co-workers, or .giving goods or materials to 'a co-
worker (g.9., “I'11 finish the salad bar while you clear all of

the tabl Sm)

tising social amen1t1es such as "p1ease"’

‘ N

"thank you", “excuse me", etc.

'

Stopp1nq talk_and listeninag to others when they beqin to speak ié.é;;'

*shut up and 11s§en"$
A\

Brinaing conversation to an end at appropriate times (e.q., answering

phone,/ end of break time):

Rouahhousina during work.

Ridiculina; criticizing, cursing at, or threatenina co-workers.

Accepting apologies from co-workers for wrong-doinas. {r

Accepting jokina or kidding from co-workers:

Handling unfriendly joking or sarcastic kiddina from co-workers by . .

him/herse}f.

. Expressing appreciation for something a co-worker has done.

Hanai%na sé%ng ridiculed, cursed, criticized; or threatened by

B

Uswnq 1naopropr1ate o*vs1ca1 aestures in place of verba] outbursts

{e.q:; thumbina the nzse at someone).

lTanoring co-workers' sncouragement to grumble or complain.

Arcuina with co-workers or sopervisor,

Givino orders when he/she does not have this responsibility.

15
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. Table 1.2 (continued)
dersisting to-inauire into supervisor's or co-workers' personal affairs
. {e.d.; being nosy). -

. Responding aDDroor1atelv to 1ob related emeruencies (e.a., injury,

Surst water p1pe)
. Havinag d1ff1cu1ty remembering peoples’ names.

30rrow1nq'money from .co-workers: s -

U51nq appropr1ate tone and lgudﬁess of voice.

S;gnangrtpqﬂg]ose to other people, of not ma1nta1n1nq appropriate
social distance;

Us:ng weak or phony excuses for pe1nu 1ate to work m1551nq work, or
.a111ng to perform some duty @

. Srimping while on-the Job statiun (e q., hamr-comb1nq, app1y1nq make up)
iaviha friends around diuring on the 1ob hours. -
somblaining or drambling to co-workers about: company policies oF
Jrocedures. . :

qead, or saying wh-huh; ummm; yea, rwaht, etc. while others soeak

mmzts or addAIADnalgsuunestlous -
» T 7‘~*”_7(,.7 - ) ) ) ) —
i T — "
A -
_
P - _

16 -
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was asked to indicate what his/her response would be after the first
\ .

- ®

Insert Table 1:3 about here o
’ T T e T

ior} the second occurrence; and so on until either

L, ]
Qo
o
(o N
c.
3.
37
.
3
(g
o
(o]
-
[nd
=
1+
o
[1°]
=
[T}
<

the employee was fired or until'subsequent occurrences led repaatedly to
; the-same consequence: Consegences other than those 1isted werzxnoted by the
c jiterviewer at the bottom of the page. |
Upon completion of the Cache Survey each example provided by supervi- _
SOrs -was %é-hambéréd to correspond with questionnaire itéﬁ@.‘ This 3?8¢g§s
¢ © was ufidertaken because often examples related to more than one question™ -
haire item number. Raters were trained to identify any overlap between
questionnaire items and.to specify items that were independent of others

(see Table 1.4). In cases where items overlapped, raters were trained to

LAY

Insert Table 1.4 about here

N\
E’ . * [

read all of the items and then number the example according to those items

which best described that example. In addition, the following coding

“procedures were adhered to. All examples that were identified as “acknow-

r

ledging,” (item 37), were treated as if speaking had, in fact, occurred.
"Bringing conversations to an end at an appropriate time", (item 15), was
. . Lolited whenever conversing was mentioned in the context of interﬁgﬁing
" With work performance or acknowledged in the context of failure to others.
Because it was sometimes difficult to determine from the behavioral des-
criptions whether joking situations were ?r%éﬁ&ij; unfriendly; or a type of
E ridicule, all examples pertaining to joking were counted as items 19; 20;
- - N 17 : *
BEST COPY Aveyyami g
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Supervisor Response Matrix

////

After how many occurrences would you make this resn?nSe?
-

What supervisor response - - - — . N T

is called for? 1st 2nd |. 3rd ath 5th 6th More

Ignore

theéﬁ on B }

Talk with
. |

Reprimand

Show how - A

Re-explain

Abpréhticé ' -

Reduce hours

Probation

Fire or suspend

Switch fob location

Other (explain) 7

Qualifications: .

18
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Item Analysis for Ré1555%1ity ‘

Questionnaire Item L Earrespondjnq Items
o y 1 Y-
Number 9 Descr' _ Al Number 1 Descrlpt1on &
, v - v 9 Ed ,
1. ¥ Following instructions needing % 33. ¥ Weak excises
Y immediate attention - . | 1 ’
, ) ﬁﬁ;,/fi, .
2. 1 Following delayed instructions 1 33. 9§ Weak excuses
[ e . B o
3. .94 Providing job-related informa- 9 11. ¥ Referring persons to someone else
- 4 tion to others L
| | 12. ¢ Offering to he}p someone else
] 4 _ , | T
4, { Finding necessary information 1 Y None
% before performing a job- § 1 :
) I S 0 v
5. Y Refusing to follow others who 1 1 None
1 behave Y 1
] 1 , S | oy
6. Y Ignoring inappropriate gossip 1 7. 9 Conversing in "small talk"
K . ST
1 -9 17. ¢ Ridiculing; criticizing ot 8rs
7. 1 Conversing in "small talk" 1 6. ¥ Ighoring inappropriate gossip
| 1 S . Lo : -
)| Y 14. 9 Stopping talk and listening to other
1 o | I B ) S
T -r | 15. 9 Ending conversations at appropriate
1 1 1 points in time i
| T __ ¥ : S
1 1 35. 4§ Having ﬁgiends around work area
1 N : T - % o L '
1 ~— { 37. 9 Acknowledging hearing others
.9 : ) I o '
9. 9 Praising co-workers ¢ 21. 9§ Showing appreciation
T . S , 1 ) :
10. § Joking or kidding co-worker 1 ¥ None
1 1 R |
11 § Referring persons to someone elsey 3. 9 Providing JOb -related information tc
b | ¥ others
' | S .
bl 4 12. ¢ Offering to help someone else
- ) Y
lz. ﬁ”Offer1ng to help someone else T 3. 9 Prov1d1ng job- related information tc
1 ] 1 others =
1 S : )
| ¢ 11. 9 Référrihg persons to someone else
- [ I . :
13. Y Using social amenities; T 21. ¢ Shbwihgvappreciation
o T _ 1 |
14. ¥ Stopping talk and listening to ¢ 7. ¢ Conversing in “small talk"

19
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.Ending conversations at appro-

priateé points in time

Roughhousing'during work

Ridiculing, criticizing others

‘Accepting apologies

Accepting joking/kidding
Handling unfriendly joking

Showing appreciation

Hand1ing ridicule/criticism
Using inappropriate physical
gestures

Ignoring co-worker's complaints
Arquing with co-workrs or
superv1sor

G1v1ng orders w1thout autherity

Ihddirihg into hé?ébhé] affairs

Respondlng to emergency situations

Not remembering othérs names

Borrowing money from co-workers

Using abpropriaie tone of voice
i
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p01nts 1n time

Having friends around work
Acknowledging hearing others
Conversing in "small talk"
Stopping talk and 1?%Eéﬁ§ﬁ§ to
others

Having friends around work

Acknowledging hearing other;ly

-Ignoring inappropriate gossip

ighbrihg iﬁapprbbriaté'gbssip
None

Handling unfriendly joking ‘
Accepting joking/kidding

o 777%7 o 7777777‘. ‘.'
Praising one another

Using social amenities

Ignoring inappropriate gossip

None

to others
Apologizing
None
None $-
None
None
None

Ridiculing; criticizing others



33. Weak excuses Following instructions needing"
immediate atfention //
FoHowing delayed iﬁSti@ttiéhs A oY
None | -
Conversing in "small talk" _

‘ _ —

Primping on the job
Having friends around work
Stopping talk and listening to
others
Ending conversations at appropridte
points in time
Ignoring co-worker's complaints

' 3

Complaining about company
pelicies to others

Conversing in "small talk®
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37. Acknowledging hearing others

g

Stopping talk 56&_1i$féﬁiﬁ§”t6

others g
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"Pra‘s1ng co- workers for jobs well-done" and "Us1ng social arﬁ"é'riﬁiééii

.

(items 9 ard 13). were not clas>1f1ed as equ1va1ent béhaV1ors “Praising

co- workers \was cla f1ed as work~re1ated behav10r and “social amenities"

-

(item 36) freQUently over]apped in the examples prov1ded by.superv1>ors.

Because of -the difficulty in determining whéfhér‘éh éﬁbioyéé iﬁifiéié& 6?

s1mp4y failed-to ignore comp]a1n1ng, 6Eﬁ quest1onna1re items were glven

one ceunt unless the supervisor's examplé stapulated one or the other:
w

After the\rat1nq process, f1ve of Eﬁé examp]es from each category of

’

emp]oyer (food services, other serv1ces, andvmanufacturers) were indepen-

‘dently rated by a second rater to assess reliability. Interobserver agree-

ment. was calculated by dividing the total number of agreements by the total

number of agreements plus disagreements and multiplying by 100. Reliabili=

ty for all groups was 84%. The réiiabiﬁity coefficient for manufacturers
rants was 80%.

RESULTS

Analys1s of Quest1onna1re Rat1ggs

qest1onna1ré 1tems were orqanized n categor1es based on whether the

Fur examp]e, the protoco] “following 1nstructwons" 1s des1rab1e and task-
related while "borrowing money" refers to undesirable and nontask-related
behavior.

ms. The distribution of ratings for

NI
NI
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The first two graphs. which refer to instriction following were rated

highly across all three dimensions. Although "responding to emergency
they éké\géhéréiiy*éétiéfiéd with employees in this regard. The remaining
items refer to protocols th&t call for some sort of information dissemina-

with new employees in this area: X

Desirable and nontask-related items. Conversational skills, common

i
b

Protocols requiring conversational sﬁiiis, presented in the first four
sets of graphs, were ranked high on;éii three dimensions indicating that
thsy occur frequently, are important to the job and supervisors are satis-
fieo «ith new employees in this regard. The next three sets of graphs
represent protocols reguiring common pleasantries. All are rated as impor-

tant for job success: Employers indicate social amenities are called for

“ more often than showing appreciation to co-workers and praising co-workers.

In general, supervisors are satisfied with new employees in this area.
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 Distributions of ratings for thirty employers on
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The frequency ratings for items referring to protocols of ignoring
inappropriate behaviors (next two‘graphgi are evenly distributed. In
: iﬁﬁé#t%ﬁté to job siiccess both items were rated highly. Ignoring com-
plaints was rated somewhat higher than ignoring gossiping and employers
Were moré satisfied with new émployees in their ignoring of, complaints than

in their ignoring of gbséipihg.

Supervisors were satisfied with the extent to which new employees
joked and kidded at work. In general, freguency ratings were equally
distributed with joking or kidding co-workers beiﬁqiéiigﬁiiy higher. In
addition; both protocols were rated high in importance. Finally, employers
inditate that wéfkéié‘?ié&déﬁfiy react appropriately to others' undesirable
behavior: Both of the items in this last set are ranked as being
moderately to very important and for the most part, employers are satisfied
With new employees. | : | i

Undesirable and task-related items. The distribution of ratings for

each dimension on these items is Shown in Figure 1.3

~"

N . o
Insert F{iijUi‘é 1.3 about here

 “Weak or phony excuses" was rated as occurring frequently. Employers
identified this protocol as being fairly iﬁﬁé?f&ﬁf‘éﬁa as one with which
they are genéréiiy satisfied. The remaining protocols éFé‘ETéSSi?iéﬂ
sndesirable because they interfere with completion of work tasks. Except

for engaging in small talk, these did not occur frequently.’ They were

-ated as moderate to very important for job success and for the most part,
employers indicated Satisfaction with new employees in this regard.

Undesirable and nontask-related items. The distribution of ratings
’ =
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Figure 1.3 Undesirable, Task-Related Behaviors.
Distributions of rating for thirty éﬁﬁ16§é?§vﬁﬁ

six social protocols.
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Insert Figure 1.4 about here

Except for not "ma1nta1n1ng social d1stance," items that reflect s
negative 1nteract1on between emp]oyees were not rated as frequent occur-

rences. These protocols were rated by employers as moderately important to

Jdb\§EFCESS and the majority of employers indicated that they were satis-
fied with new emp]oyees. "Primping on the Job" is rated as dii'dt 6&:&:&?;?1?1'9'
6?Eéﬁ, as of moderate importance, and most employers are sg%iSfiéd with
their new emp]oyees; The final protocol; "forgetting names“; was rated as
not very important to job success.

Rankings of qyé5t1onna1re items. Table 1.5 prese ents the mean ratings

on questionnaire items ordered fibﬁ’ﬁbst to 1east important.
_ < .

Insert Table 1.5 about here fi‘ - °

,,?ﬁé‘?kédﬁéﬁéy of non-applicable ratings and ratings for the frequency
~ and employer satisfaction dimensions are also d1sp1ayed on this table. The

jtems that received over 5 non-applicable ratings were those that reflected

-}

undéSirab1é nontask-related behaviors across all dlmen51ons; The range of

satisfaction dvmen51on; (3;3 to 4;7);
The correlation between ratsigs on each questionnaire item was
_calculated to assess the extent to which having a hié’h rating on one

dimension was associated with a high rating on other dimensions: Fiéauéﬁé'y

snd importance dimensions were moderately correlated (r = 0:43) as were

L2

frequency and sa_tisfactioh dimensions (r = 0.43). Importance and

satisfaction were less positively correlated (rg= 0.28). C a >
’T}'m ,,'—.J 29', j.‘j
bwl tfoy }‘:‘-1”-‘,' )
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TABLE 1.5

Employer Survey
Ouestionnaire Summary Analysis
/
Quéstion Description ques]|  Importance T Frequency | Satisfaction
, s No. || Rank {X¥ | N.A. |} Rank [X | N.A, || Rank |X .. | K.A
L Rating Rating - : Rating
Fo]low1ng.1ng§rgg;jgns B 1 4.4 0 2 4.5 1 1 4.7 0
reeding immediate ;
attention _ ‘
Responding to emergency 28 (| 2 4.4 | 0 29.5| 2.0 0 16 3.9 ]
_ situations : - :
Fe : B N ) ) o ) - 3
' Offerihg to he]p someone 12 3 3.1 0 5 4.3 2 29.5'] 3.6 0
else ' .

- Using social amenities | 13- 4 21" 2 1 4.7 | 0 2.5|a.2 2
Weak exciises 4 33 & 4.1 0 29.5| 2.0 [ O 16 | 3.9 1
Providing job-related- s || 8 | a0 | & | 125) 36 |5 || 3 |34 |5

information to others | S A S R
Ending conversations at 15 8 4.0 1 7 4.2 | 3 29.5{3.6 | 1
appropriate points in . A ' A | ’ T 1
“Eime . : .
Appropriate tone of voice| 31 8 | 4.0 2 12.5( 3.6 | 4 |l 16 |3:9 2 -
Having friends.around work 35 g8 | a0 a |l 2a | 23] 16 [3.9 | 3
* Arguing with co-workers 25 || 8 40 | 3 || 29:5| 2.0 | &4 | 16 3.9 | 3
or supervisors 1o ' R I ‘ .
. Referring persons to . 11 11.5] 3.9 3 3 | 4.8 3 9.5 | 4:0 | 3
A someone else - :
" Showing appreciation 21 || 1.5 3.9 o Jl 11 | 3.7/ o 25.5| 3.7 | o
* " Following delayed - - 2 15 3.8 0 5 4.3 1 29.5| 3.6 0 -
instructions . ‘ . - : R
-bra1s1ng one,anothéF 9 15 3.8 1 15 3.3 2 32.5/.3.5 | 1

- ) T o . < ) B N T -

Acknowledging hearing 37 15 3.8 2 9.5| 4.0 4 5 3.1 2
others ' ,

Apologizing 1 8 .15 3.8 1 22.5] 2.4| 3 '} 25.5{3.7 1

Igrioring co=worker 24 15 3.8 2 18 | 2.9 3 29.5| 3.6 | 2

o j complaints , ! »

i ~ N A o _ o . ~ . o . - = R ~ ‘,” . .
St‘oppm"g talk and list- 13 20.9. . 3.7 -0 9.5! 4.0f 2 '§ 21.5| 3.8 0

ening to someone . B E o S __
IR : . : 31 " : ' o
BESTCQH#:‘EH% | R | =
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- ~ Table 1.5 (contfnued) d
Duestionnaire Summary Analysis
Question Description - Qgégi ~ Importance - ?rEdUéhCy” ) B Sat1sfacti6h ]
No. || Rank {X  :f N.A. |} Rank {X | N.A. | Rank [X _ | n.A.
_ ating Rating : : Rating .
R1d1cu11ng, criticizing 17 20.5 | 3.7 3 34 1.7 7 - 21.5 | 3.8 3
co-workers : o . ‘
ﬁccepﬁing‘an apology 18 20:5 ) 3.7 | 2 25:5 | 2:1 3 2.5 | 4.2 2
Refusing to follow others| 5 || 20.5] 3.7 | 2 || 20.5| 25 | a | 25.5} 3.7 | 2
who behave inappro- ’ p
priately o
. Finding necessary ihfor- 4 205 | 3.7 3 7 3.0 lﬁ 32.5 | 3.5 3
mation before per- o . :
forming a job -
Grumbling or complaining | 36 20:5 | 3.7 1 22.5 | 2.4 | 2 9.5 | 4.0 1
about policies to . . )
other emp]oyees-
Ign0r1nn 1nappr0pr1ate 6 25 3.6 0 16 3.2 1 o0 .| 36 3.3 0
“ gossip ' '
Not maintaining soc1a1 32 25 3:6 8 20.5| 2.5 | ¥ 9.5 | 4.0 8
distance !
hbugﬁﬁbusihg’ during work | 16 25 3.6 8 25.5 ) 2.1. ] 11 21.5( 3:8 | -8
‘Giving orders W1thout 26 27:5| 3:5 -4 29.5] 2.0 4 9.5| 4.0 3
authority to do so ' ) ; '

“Using inappropriate phy— 23 27.5| 3.4 6 33 {.1:6 8 5 4:1 | 7
sical gestures toward -
others _

‘Handling ridicule, 22 Il 275/ 35 | &4 || %65 15| 5 | 16 | 3:9 | 5

criticism : :

Accepting friendly joking 19 || 29.5] 3.4 o [l 18 |35 | 1 f 5| a1 | 0

Prifiping on the job 34 31.5/ 3.3 7 29:5| 2.0 1 8 ","2:5;5 3.7 7
Handling unfr1end1y 20 31.5] 3.3 1 29.5| 2.0 2 16 3.9 Qi
jeking . ’

Friendiy joking or kid- 10 35 31| 1 8 4.1 1 21.5| 3.8 1
ding someone else : - ‘
Uoi remembering others' | 29 34 3.1 s+ || 19 2.6 9 9.5| 2.0 6
- ‘hames ' . N
Conversing in "small tallk" 7l 34| o3 2 5 | 43| 1 3 | 3.3 | 1
Inquiring. into persona1 27 36 3.0 4 33 1.8 6 9.5| 4.0 4

affa1rs . ' S

’ Borrow1ng money from 30 37 2.6 10 36.5| 1.5 12 36 : 3.3 1
co-workers ' > -
' : 32 ~
AT ' 34




Protocols of ﬁﬁ6§£\sﬁﬁCérﬁ.“
At the beginning of each ihterview, managers were asked to re-examine
the 37 social protocols on the questionnaire and identify five that were
"of most concern" to their business: The number of times that a protocol
was chosen as being "of most concern was totaled for each of the three
groups of employers (food service, other service, manufacturer). Kendall's
coefficient of concordance (Slegalf 1956) y1e1ded a corre]atlo? coefficient
of 57 (stat1st1ca11y significant at p < 95) 1ndlcat1ng substantial agree-
ment across groups of employers in their choice of protoco]s of "most
concern. In Table 1.6 the protocols are listed in order bf.dégréé§ihg
frequencies (i.e., those chosen the most are listed first, etc.) with the

percentage of times an item was chosen. The percentage was calculated by

Insert Tab]e 1.6 about here

~

] . . e
dividing the number of times an item was chosen by 30 (the number of times

it could have been chosen) and multiplying by 100:

Employees' ability to follow instructions consister
necessary information prior to performing a job appear to be "of most
3
concern" to employers: In add1tibﬁ, protoco]s ref]ect1ng an individual's

ability té'sé a piéasaht c6:W6rkér (praisiﬁg; §hbWing appréciationi

prov1d1ng Job-related 1nformat1on, respondlng to emergencies; hav1ng
friends in the area) are important to employers. At the other end of the
continuum, employers reported that protocols involving joking with co-

workers and rememberlng people's names were not of concern:

A second analysis was conducted that related work supervisor's

1

33




[
Protocols of Most Concern to Employers

Table 1.6

P 4 .
- , ¥ Question YNumber of ¥ Percentage of §
Question DPescription ¥ Number  YTimes Each ¥ Times Chosen
- 1 " 9Procotol
§Chosen

1 14

=2 w2

immediaje attention

Following delayed instructions 33

33

10
Finding necessary information 10
prior to pecforming a job
30
30
23

Conversing in "small talk"

Y] Y~

- Weak excuses 33

N

Praising one another
23
23

12
21

Offering to help someone else

NN

Showing appreciation
Providing job-related informa- 20

tion to other employees

Responding to emergency situas 28 20

tions S

Ending conversations at appro- ‘15 17
priate points in time ‘ ' '

Having friends around the work

35
area '

(3,1

Complaining about company

36
policies to others 5 Coe

é!

Ignoring inappropriate gossiping

sing social amenities

L NP - R

Ridiculing, criticizing others -

F-Y

Arguing with co-workers or
. supervisor

~
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Refusing to follow others who
béhave inappropriately °*
Stopping talk and llsten]ng to

others
Acknowledging hearing 6fﬁéF§-

Referrlng persons to someone
else , ,

Roughhou51ng durlng work
Acceptlng frlendly 30k1ng
Ignor1ng co-worker comp]alnts
GlVlng orders w1th0ut authorlty
Inqulrlng 1ntq personal affa1rs
Primping on the job - i
Apologizing

Handllng r1d1cu1e/cr1tlc1sm

Us1ng 1nappropr1ate physvta] =

gestures
Borrowing money from co-workers
Social distance

Engaging in friendly joking or
k1dd1ng _

Aceepttng an apo]ogy
Hand11ng unfrlendly 3ok1ng

Not remember1ng qthers names
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se]ectqon of protocols "of most concern” to their rat1ngs of those

protocols on the quest1onna1re The objective of the analysis waslto,éée e

which set of ratings, (frequency, ﬁﬁﬁb?finﬁe; and ééfié?ééiionsf§§n§jy or

in combination, wéUi&.Béeaiéf the §éieéiion of items “of most concern A

muitipie regression, step-wise analysis, procedure indicated that a com-

Biniiion of the d1s§éf1sfact1on and 1mportance sca]es were the best predic-

tors for an item to be chosen ‘as "of most concern" (Mu]tlple R = 0.70, R2 =

0.49, p < 65); The add1t1on of frequency scores did not significantly

| improve the predictive power (R = 0:72; RR = 0.51) of the importance and
d

In the 1ntervfeW§f SUpervisors were sked to provide spec1f1c examples

.dissatisfaction scores.

bésc?iptioh of Social Examples

1

for social protocols that they chose as being of most concern in their
business. The first category of protocols for which sdperbisqrs provided
examples is information dissemination and information acceptance: A typi-
cal example of information dissemination involved a supervisor providing
instructions to an employee about the work that needed to be completed that
dey. For example, one supervisor stated that she regu]ar]y checks her
laundry supplies and then sets priorities based on which items are most
gésiéiéa; The employee is then given instructions to act on fﬁoée.’p’rio%
ties. In these situations, the supervisor expects all of the instructions
to be followed in the order that they are given. Sometimes an instruction
may call for a aéiéyéa:réspohsé. One supervisor reported an example in
which an employee was told to increase the delivery load to a certain
account on His/her next trip which wég approximately one week away:

At timesi supervisors place new employees with a more experienced

‘employee as an apprenticeship. In these situations, supervisors expect the

\55
e
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experienced employee to show the new eﬁoioyee hew'tasks are performed.

However; if the new emp]oyee has sofe quest1ons. supervisors expect the
employee to come to them, and not to the experienced worker. In one
example an experienced employee Was to show a new employee how to mix a
cleaning solution. The experienced worker gaveéerroneous inétructioné to
the new worker. Later, the supervisor indicated the new worker should have
asked her the correct way to mix the solution: There are some situations
in which supervisors do not provide direct training for a new task, either
because the task is difficult to train or because supervisors expect the

employee to Rnoﬁ.hoﬁlto do it already. In these situations,; supervisors -

expect employees to ask them for correct information before aééfarning,tné '

" task. For example, one fast food. superv1sor reported that it is d1ff1cu1tv
to traln for all prob]ems that arise 1n ringing up orders on the cash 4

reglster* The superv1sor indicated that when employees encounter prob]ems.

A second iémmbn1y eitéd class of’protoco1§ were those 1nvo1y1ng pleas-
antness and he]pfulness between employees or between an employee and a
customer. The examp]es 1nd1cated that superV1sors expect emp]oyees to be
polite to one another. This includes thanking one another when they have
received help, or offer1ng "to help one another when they get beh1nd in

their work er when it is busy. Supervisors felt that politeness and show-

ing apprecqatlon are .necessary for ‘a good working atmosphere Superv1sors '

examples 1nd1cated that more exper1enced emp]oyees‘shou1d he]p new e"p]oy-
=6, when they are struggling with someth1ng §upervisors also reported
I < .
that they expect emp]oyees to engage in pleasantr1es with customers. For

place of busvness by looking up and say1ngs”hello, or- makinq eye contact

and saying "I'11 be with you in a minute." The examples provided by the
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.. phere.

Supervisors also 1nd1cated that they expect employees to gracefully accept

a certain o?ount of jok;ng, k1dd1ng, or.criticism from the pub11c._ Th1s

seems most/critica] among food service employers In ‘addition, supervisors

expect employees to be able to take a  certain amount of kidding from each

. other: One supervisor reported; “When someone makes a mistake, they could

get kidded about it for the rest of the day:" Supervisors also noted that

using an appropriate tone of voice while interacting with the public. and
!

with co-workers is important in order to maintain a pleasant working atmos-

A-third cétégory_of social protocols for which SUpervisors oroVidéd;
examples reflected unpleasant interactions between co-workers or beiwéen
ooiworkérs and théjr supervisors. These included suchziﬁinéé as employees
giving orders to other employees without the authority to do 5o, employees
éoﬁoié?ﬁihg about ﬁiviﬁg too much work to do, or employees complaining that

others are not doing as much work Superv1sors indicated that tﬁéy would

ratfer have employees talk to them than complain to one éﬁotﬁerz In addi-

tion, supervisors 1nd1cated’that they would llke employeis to ignore E

others’ comp1a1nts because it may lead to bad feelings among the staff.

-

One type of related protoc01 refers to the use of weak or phoney excuses by‘

employees when they do not perform their work. A typlcpl wefk excuse
involves an.employee eallihg'iﬁ the morning to report that he will not be
‘coming to work for some réasaﬁi Supervisors state that thls is most 11ké1y
to occur on weekends and results in other people hav1ng to work a: double
shift. Superv1sors .examp]es 1nd;cate;}gat.somet1mesi5workers do not even
bother to call in when they are fiot §o{%§'to cofiié to work.

Another general negative category of protocols is procrastlnat1on or

putt1ng off work There were severa] examples in wh]ch “small talk" be-
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A

- tween co-workers resulted in customers having tq wait or production falling

behihd.; For example, one supervisor indicated that his hostess came into
work about 11:00 a.m. but t;ﬁkéﬁ until about 11:30 or so. As a'result, the
restaurant did not get’ properly. set up. and could-not 66eﬁfﬁﬁ fiﬁe’ Hhen
employees are standing around talking and a customer comes in; the superv1-
sor expects émp16yéés to stop ta1k1ng and wait on the customer: t1kew1se;
suﬁeF9i56Fs eibett émﬁlbyéés to Eeeﬁ track 6f bréak tiﬁe.éhdvietuih to

coffee breaks together. If one stayed 1onger than the ten minutes allowed,
the rest also stayed ‘and continued talking.

Several examples were reported in whith empioyees werekreduired to
respond appropriately to emergency situatQ%hs. Apparentiy,7theSe situa-

tions occur infrequently but require immediate action when they do occur.

.In one example, a superVISor indicated that When the restaurant gets busy,

waltresses may bump and spill hot coffee on one another: The employee who
ig;s not have the coffee spilled on him should loosen the clothing of the

person who does and apply first aid immediately: 1In éhbthefueiéﬁbie ina

factory situation; it was reported that a mécﬁahieaiwfaiiuré may occur at
.‘ f

any time. When it does, employees must act quickly to preveﬁt prodicts
coming down the conveyer belt from be1ng destroyed. If emp}oyees do not

react unck]y, thé results may be disastrous.

?HS;e were 51ngle examples prov1ded for other neqatlve types of behav-
“ori Siich as’ primping on the jobmborrowing -money and roughhousing. ‘
Pr1mp1ng was of concern to supervisors because customers might have to wait

ahile emp]oyees fIX their hair or makeup ' Superv1sors were concerned about

borrowing money because if it were not returned, it would create a loss for

either the business or the other emp]oyee Supervisors' concern with
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roughhousing was that an employee may be hurt and production time may be
= ; _ . .
lost.

Analysis of Disciplinary Consequences for Socially Undesirable Bshavior

After on-line supervisors described specific examples of social proto- °
cols that were of "most concern" to them, they were as ked to report the
actiohs that they took when those events took place repeatedly. The number
of examples cited for each soc1a1 protoco] 15 reported in Tab]e 1 7 along
with the mean number of transqress1ons that would 1ead to an employee be1ng
fired or suspended.

A

Insert Table 1.7 about here

"Among those social protocols for which at least five examplés were

cited, ridiculing and critizing others was reported to most raphddy lead to

- firing an employee (3 occasionsg. ‘Failing to show appreciation for others,

failing to use social amenities and using weak or phioney excused for inades
duate job performance Were next in number of offenses which lead to.firihg.z
Aithbugh'trahsgréssibhs 6f the first %oyr protocols listed in Table 1.6 3
take s1ightly longer to result in being fired, they were cited far more
frequently than other protocols.

There were some differences among the three employer groups ihithe
mean number of offenses that precede firing an employee: ;ﬁého?éétoreré 2
renorted firing employees after an average of 4.8 transgressions; food
services employers after 5.2; and other service employers after 4.4. For
all groups, proBétioh was the most aaaaaﬁiy reported disciplinary conse-
quence prior to Firing (manufacturers = 33% of the time; food services = 42%

of the time and; other services = 45% of the time). Otbermd1sczp11nary

BESFCOPYﬂuun-L}g
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Table 1.7 .

 Frequency of Examples of Sociaj Protocols

Cited and Mean Time of Transgressions to Firing

o . — - - 7[[ — -
Question Description Y Question
' ¢ Number

- ¥
Number of = § X # of Times
Examples of § Prior to Firing
Each Protocoly

Following instrictions needing 17 5.2

immediate attention

|l | 2 |l | el | |l | el | st

Conversing in "small talk" 17
""" 13
_12
|

****** 12
priate points in time

\

Offering to help someone else

£ -
W N

Complaining about company

policies to other-

Showing appreciation

Providing job-related informa-
tion to others .

Using social amenities

Ridiculing, criticizing others

Refiusing to follow others who
behave inappropriately

Praising one another

situations
Appropriate tone of voice
Te >
Having friends around work area

Ignoring inappropriate gossiping

. LB
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’ ' ‘Table 1.7 (continued)

Roughhousing during work

Arguing with co-workers or
supervisor

Acknowledging hearing others

Friendly joking or Kidding
co-worker

Stopping talk and listening to
others

Accepting friendly joking
Handling ridicule/criticism
Ignoring co-worker complaints

Primping on the job

=

Referring persons to someone ‘else
Giving orders without authority

Borrowing money from co-workers

I ) i ) ) o o

Accepting an apology

Handling unfriendly joking

Makinginaiyfopriate physical
gestures;

Inquiring into personal affairs

Not remembering others' names

AR =R | | | 2| | B o = |

Social distance

=R =R =R A | = | =B =B R W R =R = =R [ =R |y R e ) o el |

16
25
37
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22

24
34
11

26
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18 -
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-

consequences are listed in Table 1.8, . 7

* There were protocols for which transgressions were never reported to
Jead to firing an employee. Thesé protocols reflect pleasantry and amia-
bility between co-workers such as: ’aﬁe’mg’ to help co-workers, friendly
joking with co-norkérs;_étc* Restaurant superv1sors and industrial super-.
visors cited 7 and 6 different protocols respect1vely, for which transqres-
sions waaia not result in f1r1ng an employee; -even after many repeated
‘offenses. For other service employers, there were only thiree protocols for® |

which transgressions would never result in discharging employees.

o DISCUSSION

The purpose of goal one was to identify social protocols that are
related to employability. Thirty employers throughout the Cache Valley
area were asked to respond to a questionnaire and were later lntéréléwé& in
order to further clarify the protocols which were "of most concern“ to
them. Superv1sors responses to the questionnaire items 1nd1cated that, in
general they cons1dered the soc1al protocols included on the quest1onna1re
as be1ng important in their bus1nesses They also indicated that they were
satisfied with new employees in Eegard to most of the social protocols
Their -atings on the frequency with which social protocols occurred varied
wiaéiy— Some, such as responding to emergency Situations, sccur

1nfrequently, while others, sich as follow1nq 1nstructions, occur several

a3
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new emp]oyees The ratings of the frequency d1mens1on did not correlate

h1gh1y with their cho1ce of protoco]s “of most concern". The ﬁFotocoi that

1nstruct10ns that need 1mmed1ate attent1on. Other protocols frequentiy

vc1ted by employers as "of most concern" included ?biibwihg déiayed
1nstructtons obta1n1ng necessary 1nformat1on before perform1ng a. job

convers1ng in small talk, and using weak or phoney exc uses.

nf@' The examples .of protocols “"of most concern“ provided by superv1sors

indicated that they expect employees to come to them with aob-related

guestions. Superv1sors a]so 1nd1cated that they conS1der pol1teness

fﬂjﬁétnéen employees to be des1rab1e; They also expect D1ea$aﬂtne$5 to eiiéﬁa

to customefs who come in their place of bUSIHESS Superv1sors' examp]es

'ref1ected that they do not like the1r emp]oyees to engage in aver51ve

»

’ 1nteractlons with othersf After superv1sors descr1bed protoce]s that were
. ’ 7' ’
“of most Concern"'they reported d15c1phnary actions that they take. Some

s fired for those betaviors. ; 0ther protocdis 1nvolv1ng p]ea a’t”és
among co-worke were frequently cited “but would never reSult in f1r1ng an
empioyee' Further, 30% to 40% of the time, probat1on is the superv1sory

action that immediately precedes f1r1ng an empioyee Other'frequently

c1ted consequences that occur just pr1or to f1r1ng include reduction of
hours, ta]k1ng with emp]oyees (Whlch may 1nc1ude a verba] reprimand s1ml]ar

to a probat10nary statement), and sw1tch1ng ‘job 1ocat10ns



Goal Two

INTRODUCTION

A naturalistic obsefvation stidy of handicapped and ronhandicapped

" workers was undértakéh-as a formative step towards describing social

Primary areas of interest were: a) the rate and d1rect1on Uf 1n1t1at1on§§

4

b) the participants in social interactions; c) the extent of subjects’
i R
active participation in interactions; and, d) the general content of social

e )

1nteract10ns

ohserved in two work sites. The handicapped subjects were mildly te mod= »'
erately retarded according to their employment records. They lived either
iﬁ;inaeﬁéndent living situations such as apartments or rented homes (N-11)

or with their families (N=5) (i.e., parents, a brother or a éister) They

had been work1ng for the1r present émp]oyers for a mean of 4i6 years with a

range of 6 months to 18 yéars

The nonhandicapped subjects either llved lndependently (N 13) or with

their fam111es (N=3). They had been work1ng ?or theiF preseﬁt emp]oyers

for a mean of 5.7 year§ with a 7nge of 4 monf hs to 17 5{years

Setting \g A ‘
0bservat1ons took p]ace at two 1arge businesses that spe61allzed in

Fé?brb1sh1ng household goods; Horkers performed a var1ety of tasks sich as

o

stat10ns; or pr1c1ng goods. 0bseyvat1ons were conducted in the morning and




o

took place -in lounge areas wherg.tables and chairs were available and

employees were able to buy refreshments: Generally; all workers took their

break at the same time. - ' ‘
| i

#

Procedure; -« L
o : P iy i3 i L i i ; RN :
~ Extensive information on social interactions durmg work and break was

gained utilizing a partial-interval :fecording system (Social Interaction Observa-

tion System = SI0S) and a.checklist”recording technique .(The Field Observa-=

- - . . I - o R ] R R - o
- tion Checklist). The SIOQS,. a partial-interval recording system, was the
primary observation instrument (see observation stzetAppendix I). The ' é;

purpose of the SIOS was to record patterns of socal interaction. Of
. ) /
specific interest was: a) the rate and direction of initiations; b) the

participants in social iﬁfé?é§§i66§‘éﬁai c) the extent of subjects’
involvement in interactions. For ali 6BSéFva§iaﬁs; observers were equipped
with a Panasonic cassette tape-recorder with a 15-second interval tape and
a small earplug. Codes employed in recording observations are summarized

“in Table 2. | :

r

Insert Tabld 2.1 about here

During each interval the observer recorded verbal énd physical

of individuals: Contindous interactions and ‘the target subjects' verbal

and physical participation in those interactions were noted in each

six second paus5€ occurred in the conversation,; or; in the case of dyadic

47
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TABtE 2 I

90c1a1 Interacrion Observatloni§ysLem4€ede&

*

1. Initiations
v Vocal |n1t1at1on or response by the target subject:
T Motor 1n1t1at1on or response by the target sub1ect;

t or | The interactor arrow signifies the direction- of an_initiation.

The ‘arrow points toward the individual being initiated to:

/ . R slash indicates an initiaticr to or by the taraet subwect that
was not reiponded to.

11. Participants
C Co-worker

Supervisor

wvi

Other. For examole, a buyer, a customgr; or a client.

o o

Group interaction is scored when two persons other than the

target subject are part of an interaction:

111. Continuous Interactions

—_— A horizonta)l arrow is used to 1nd1cate that an interaction
continues into subsequent intervals.
: V or T' A “V* or “T" pver a horizonta) arrow ]sfgggcéd once per_interval

during an ongoing interaction if the target subiect verbalizes
dur1nq that interval: .

IV. Context Information

©  supervisor presence for at least part of the interval.

A& Sapervisor absence for the entire interval,

-— - 4 ﬁooogggn1ty for_interaction. There is at \east one person with1n
.-.~"'~;i “feet o aroet subject for at least one second of the
interval,
+ No_ooportunity for 1nteractton for at least 14 seconds ¢. -ing the
intervael,
f\/ Waitino: _ The taraet subject is between work activities and

waiting, for additional materials.

M Not waiting; The tarqet subiect 15 enaaqed in a specified work
‘ activity,

;’»Qiif,t-é'si The taroet SubJeCC is enoaoed is assianed work or
-talking to the supervisor, .

B Off’tESR The target subject is not engaged in ass1qned wDrk pﬁu
opportunity for work exists.

BESTCOPYf‘”‘!L"BLE s
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,iniéraéiiaﬁg; when the participants changed: In addition; observers
recorded. whether the supervisor was present for at least a part of the

“1nterva1 and whether the: subJect had an opportunity to 1nteract For all
: waik'assé?vatiaﬁs a't1me samp11ng procedure was ut111zed dur1ng each

lvnterval to record on- task behavior and whether the target subject was

wa1t1ng for add1twona1 work materi als.
conducted at both s1tes Flrst potent1a1 sub3ects were told about the

proaect and asked to part1c1pate After informed consent was obta1ned

P

pre11m1nary (trial) observat1ons of eath individua] were conducted'” Thes@\-

[ RN at

, trial observat1ons were used W1th all subjects to a]]ow them to accomodate

to the observation process. Fo]]ow1ng each’observat10n, observers

‘completed a Subject Orientation Worksheet WBiéh'askea for information about

employees' jobs and their;daiiy;scheduies; When a subject appeared

comfortab]e'with the 66§éFeagiaﬁeaiaéé§§{ actual data collection began:
The observation proceduré’for data collection was similtar to the

orientation procedure: Each worker was. observed for five to ten minutes at

‘>}a time. A minimum work sample of 86 mwnutes and a m1n1mum break samp]e of . -

'36 m1nutes per individual was/co]]ected Fo]low1ng each SIOS observat1on,

The Field Observation Check11st 0ver1apped and supp]emented the SIOS

observatlons (see checklist Append1x 1). The check11st was comprised of 35

Punsiion, that focused on the context of 1nteract10ns (Tab]e 2.2). For

Insert Table 2 2 about here

example, several guestions Fé?é??éa to whether conversations were work-

re]ated or nonwork-related, whether interactions iﬁcludéa_caéaératién or

’f}f. ,{“3“flio . - REST {10y ECARUT




II.

I

Field Observation Checklist

\

Individuals Present During the Observation.

was

Was co-worker(s) present?

the Supervisor present?

Participants in Interactions
—=—

_Bia the target subject and supervisor talk?
Did the supervisor talk to someone other than the target subject?
Did the target SHBjéEt_téTE with a peer or co-worker?
Did the target subject talk with two or more co-workers?
'E”;f;éﬁi”E Conversat ions
A.  General Eontent

(e o B

'Did the target subject ask for he1p7

o e

{£ooperatlon He1p1ng, and Sharlng

- Did the target subject give help or work cooperatively with peers?

Did the target subject receive Ee]p?
Did the target subject refuse to help or WUFE cooperatively?
Did the supervisor give 1nd1v1dua1 he]p to the target subject?

Did the supervisor g1ve 1ndrv1dua1 help to someone besides the
target subJect?

€r1tlclsm

D1d the superv1sor cr1t1c1ze the target subject?

Did é peer criticizé the target subject?

T a9
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Did the target subject cr1t1C1ze anyone5
D. Klddlng Around - :
Did the target subject engage in roughhousing?
Did others engage in roughhousing? g
Did the target subject verbally joke or laugh? . .
Did others verbally joke or laugh? | J
E. Inappropriate Behavior
- Did the target subject engage in physical behavior ;&at;wa§
. wrossly inappropriate? ' | o
Did others engage in physical behavior that was grossiy
1nappropr1ate? _ . :
{%35 Pid the tarqet subJect engage in b1zarre verbal" behav1or?
Did others_engage in b1zarre behavior?
Did the target subjéct interrupt a_ tthérsatioh?
Did anyone 1nterrupt the target subJect7
Did the target subJect 1nappropr1ately boss or order anyone around?
_ Did a co- worker 1nappropr1ate1y boss or order anypne around? |
"Did_the target SUbject throw things or destroy property?
ﬁigfbtﬁers throw things or- destroy property?
Did the.targét subjéét'éurééf swear; or use profane langudge?

- 1' —

:‘bid others curse,vSﬂeqr, or use profane 1anguage?

-

}

~

F. Sbéiéi Isolatton N : : ;.Q Fa v
If the target >ub3ect did not talk, vere' others ta]k1ng7
D1d the target subject sit or stand alone whl]e oth Were

RS

' §)t¢qngkpr5§tand1ng 1n groups?

.50







criticism e1ther to or by the subject; and whether gthéré interacted when
the target subject interacted very little.

6b§é"é'§ were 1nstructed to respond to each guestion with one of

three‘responséS:‘ a) Yes; b) No, or; c) Don't know. The observer recorded

"yes" to a question when the described situation occurred at least once

during the observation: Tﬁé category “no" was recorded when the situation

did not occur any time during the obsérvation and “don‘t know' was recorded
when the observer was unsure if the s1tuat1on had occurred. In some cases,
a quest1on was not app11cab1e for a g1ven situation. For exaﬁﬁlé; if the

iﬁffract1on between the SUPEFVISOr and subJeet was not appllcable. Rather
o .
‘than burden the observer with the need to master a complex’ser1es of

conditional discriminations; the observer was instructed to respond to -each

question independently. Prior to analysis, a computer program ibpiied—a”“

 series of conditional discriminations (Table 2.3) to each Field Observation -
‘Checklist to screen out nonapplicable questions.. For example, if it was
reported that the -supervisor was not present 4n a particular observation,
then questions that pertained to the supervisor's interaction were screened
‘out as “Not Applicable™: | -
. o el o - )

Insert Table 2.3 about here

e - . . e

-t

Traini

at the work 51tes; For both observation instruments, a two-phase tra1n1ng

srocess was followed. The first phase utilized a videotape of work

situations and focused on the observer learning the recordlng codes: The

Ut



Cond1t1ona1 Quest1on

. TABLE 2. 3
Field Observation Checklist.

Tonditional Discriminations

onditional Response

S

‘Not Applicable Questions

Was supervisor present?

Was co-worker(s) present?

Y

e e - - ——— - - - -

B1d the target subJect and
‘superv1sor talk?

Did the target sub1ect talk
with a peer or co- worker?

CBEST-GOPY vroiinis

¥ C 1
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| No 1
1 |
| 1
| 1
)| 1
) )
Y , 1
| } A
y 1
¥ 1
| |
] |
| q
] B
| 1
| b i
1 . |
| 1.
1 |
1:::::::::E::::::::::::::j
| No 1
1 1
1 |
| - iR
1 1
| 1
%; 1
i 1
. ! 4 1‘
| ¥

i | - B |
1 ., 8
j N %’
] - f
1 1
Yoo et ST DLt b 1
9 No |
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| ) No 1
v Ay i |
' 4 : ¢ |
| |
1::::::::I:;:::::::::::::l
9 Yes h|
| - ' b
Y . @ q.
1 Yes ‘.' C Y
' |
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Did the target subject and
supervisor talk?
Did the supervisor talk to

someone other than the

target subject?

Did the supervvsér

subject?

Did the supervisor give
individual help or _
instruction to the target
subject? ,

Did the supervisor give
individual help to someone
besides the target subject?

. Did the target subJect talk

w1th a peer or a co-worker?

Did the target subject talk

with two or more co-workers?

Did the target Suhject give

help or work cooperatively

w1th‘peers? \\
Did a peer criticize the

target subject?

+ Dad a co- -worker 1nappro-'

pr1ate1y boss _or order

) If the target subJect d1d

not talk; were others
ta1k1nq?

If the target subject did ’
not talk, were others
talking? . ¢



second phase; conducted in actual work environments, focused on training
observers to a criterion of at least 80% agreement in all code categories

ons acroess two different co-observers.

Reliability s
Interobserver reliability was assessed by a second observer who simul=
taneously, but iﬁaéﬁéﬁdéﬁtiy; observed and recorded the social interactions
of employees. Reliability observations were conducted for approximateTy

30% of all observations on both the $10S and Field Observation Checklist

across subjects, settings, and times of day. Intercbserver agreement on
the SIOS was calculated for overall inteéractive code agreement, initia-
tions, duration of interaction; and contextual information. An agreement
wds defined as both observers having recorded the same code in the same
interval. Reliability coefficients for each code category were derived by
dividing agreements by agreements plus -disagreements and multiplying by
100. The mean overall code agreement for work was 82% and for break was
91%. Initiations, duration of interaction and contextual code agreements’
are presented in Table 2.4

. - Insert Table 2.8 here ’ | ]

‘Reliability for the

| Checklist was calculated for

" each observation by dividing the number of agreements on each checklist by
screements plus disagreements and multiplying the dividend by 100. "When a
question was responded to with "Don't Know" or "Not Applicable" that ques-.

tion was discarded for that observation: The mean interobserver agreement

for work and for break was 93% for the Fiel ation Checklisty

BEST COPY A¥*"' 23LF -
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TABLE 2.4
) Social Interaction Observation System
Interobserver Agreement

Interaction Codes o ~ Context Codes . B
W%ié?-aﬂ 9 fDuration of ¥ Supervisor ¥ Opportunity for ¥ Waiting ¥ On- 9§
YAgreement jllmtlatlons 1!Interactlon ¥ Present 1 Interactlj ¥ for Work ¥ Task ¥
I 1 1 1 1 1 ) e |
) v 1 % % T .
Work 9 .82 Yy .81 1 .85 3 Y .96 | 5 1 .96 ¢ .97 19
Ry 9 . q Y 9

L Y % — '

Break ¥ .91 1 73 1 :87 | .97 1 .98 1

1 N ) | | 1

.
o8
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RESULTS

Analysis of the naturalistic observationg@ata. focused on: (a) the rate

of social 1nteract1ons, (b) the part1c1pants 17»-6é%5i‘iﬁ£éiécti6hs; (c)

interactions; and (e) the C6ﬁtent of social 1nteract10r_1.' For a few
1nd1v1dua1s, the percent occurrence on Oone or more dEpendent variables in

the SIOS was either extremely hvgh or e&treme]y 1ow . Thus, it was

determlned,the most useful measures.to descrlbe the distribution of each

dependent variable (see Table 2.5 and Figures 2:1 —‘2:4§,ﬁeFé the median

and the interquartile range (the distanse’ from the 25th to the 75th

-

6éicéﬁfiie\5? the distributijon). - <

Insert F1gures 2. 1 - 2.4 and Tables 2: S - 2.6 about here

-

The wean proportlons of "yes" respo’s across subjects for eécﬁ

Field Observation Checklist questions are displayed ih Table 2.6. The

percent ’o’? "yes" responses was calculated by dividing the number of "yes"

.responses by the number of "yes" plus "no" respdnses fog\each subject.

Y o~

rget subjed®s had opportunity to. in-

Social Interact1onsfuu¢ggggﬂapk

teract for almost a1l work intervals in which_they wéié'asséFVéﬁ— haﬁai:

I3

individuals: ‘Hand1capped workers interacted a median of 19% of al}
intervals (interquartile distribution ranged from 0:11 - 0.29). This re-

sutted in a median interaction rate of 0.32 interactions per minute. For

ialm}ﬁiiawia.‘d S 55 _
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Figur i 2: . Box and whisker diagrams (Tukey, 1977) showing. dyadic and group interactions of
handicapped (H) and nonhandicapped (NH) subjects during work and during breaks.
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" Social lnteractmon

TABLE 2 5

Handicapped Nonhandicapsed Handicapped Nonhandica*pcd )
Subjects Sub*ects Subjects Subjects
Work work Break Break
A | l ] L R
Intervals with Interaction . | 0.19 | .0.22 _ | _ _0.385 _ | _ 0,85
- | 0:11 - 0:22 | O: 15 0.54 | 0.23 - 0.56 | 0.29. - 0.B?
Initiations/Minute | 0.32 | 0.38 | v 0.40 | _ .48
| 0:21 - 0:52 | O: 20 - 0.49 % 0:24 - 0:48 % 0.29 - 0:.56
o | - L | o
Intervals/Interaction | 1.84 t 2.42 | . . 3.218_ | . _4.4
| 1,57 - 2:11 ] 1:99 - 3:35 | 2.79 - 4.66 l 3.20 - 5:55
. ] o | | . |
Continuing Interactions | . . _ 0:65 _ | __ 0.68 __ | 0.74 | 0.82 .
| 0.59 - 0.76 | 0.60 - 0.82 - | 0. 65 - 0.85 ‘ 0: 71 - 0% QB
e | o ] o | . | o
Tntervals of Dyadic Interaction |- . o078 | _ 0:.78. __ | _ 0:.62. _ | _ 0;63 _
. | 0.68 - 0.86 | 0.60 - 0.91.f{ 0.37 - 0.76 | 0.40 - 0.75
. ] o ] L | | o '
Group Interactions | _ _0:16_ __ | _ l0:17_ __ | _ _0.28_ __ | _ 0;28 _ __
: | 0.12 -0.284 | 0.07 - 0.28 | 0.21 - 0.38 | 0.15 - 0.40
o - o o . | R | R | o R o
Intervals of Group Interaction | - -0.21- _ | - 0.23- __ - 0e35_ T2 | - 0.3 _-
' . | 0.15-0.31 | 0.08-0.39| 0.28 - 0.85 | 0.25 - 0.59
oo I - | . AN | o ’
Target Sibject Initiations | 0.46 - | - _0.49- _ | - 052 __ | = 0.56 - __
. | 0.36 -0.53 | 0.39-0.67| 0.33 -0.65| 0.32 - 0.59
wl _I T e T
Co-Worker Initiations 1 038 0.4 | _ 0.41 | T
’ : B : -1 0.30 - 0.56. |« 0.27 - 0.57 0.27 - 0.62 | ©0.30 - 0.57
- S | o . . oo .
Supervisor Initiations | 0:05 - | = -0:04 I o. - | - -0_ -
, : | 0.0 -0.09 | 0.0-0.06 0.0 - 0.06 % -0.0 - 0.05
* I | A .. o
In1t1at1ons with the Target Subject | - -0.95. -_ | _ _0.93. __ - 0098 __ | - 1.0 . __
- and a Co-Worker { 0.76 -1.00 | 0.83- 1,00 | 0.8 -1.00 ] 0.92 - 1.00
: R - | N - ; - -
i Initiations with the Target Subject | . .0.05: - l4~- -0.0§ - ;+“'7 -0 - - - -0 -
and- a Superv1sor | 0.0-.0.23 | 0. 0-0.12:- | 0.0-0.16 E‘ 0.0 - 0.08
. | . | I N - o
Active Partxcxpatmﬁn by the Target | _0.85. .- | - _0:87*-_ | _ _0.83..__ ] -0.93 . _-
Subject _ | 0.78-0.92 | 0.8 -0.95| 0.77 -0.93 | 0.8 -0.95
| N | — [P | R
Ih;grvglsrqfﬁgctiygrg;rticiﬁatibﬁ | 1.60 | 1.9 | 2.96 | 3.57
by the Target Subject | 1.32 -1.82 | 1.1 -2.9 1| 2.01 - 3.82 } 2.8 - 5.31
| - | R o R
Intervals of Active Part1c1pat10n | 0% | o081 | - 073 | 0.9 ¢
by the Target Subject in groups | 0.53 - 0.93 | 0.64 - 0.93 |- 0.52°-.0.87 | 0.8 - D.92
| R | N - - -
In1t1aglgg§7§yftbg Target Subject | 0.15 j . 0.09 - |i 012 | 0.0
not responded to ' | 0.0-0:27 | 0.0-0:22 | 0:0 0.17 | 10;0 - 0.19
- I - | ! ¢ ! -
initiations. to the Téiéét Subaect | 0.07 I  .0.0. i ..-0.0 - | Q. o
not responded to | 0:0 - 0:29 | 0:0-.0.08 | 030 -0;17 | 0:0-0:11
/ | _ b | _ . | & - __ -
Intervals with the Supgrvisor | 0.3 | 0.2 | 0.38 . 0,18
_ Present , | 0.20 - 0.56 | 0.12 - 0.2} 0.05 - 0.40"'! 0.0! - 0.68
‘ '. | | §
| - ! . -
Intervals with Opportun1ty for |  1.00¢ o loo 1 100 | 1.00
dnteraction { 0.99 - 1. 00 j 0.99- 1.9 | 0.99 - 1.00 | -0.99° - 1.00
| T 3 — L. P
Interva1s where the T&igét Subject 1 loo | D 0%« N T o
was On-Task | 0.95 -1.,00 ! ©0.99.-,1.C00 | « ~
. . S Pt
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“TABLE 2.6

F\e\d Observatmon Check11st Data

while others were sitting or stand1ng in groaps?

-$0a.

-

Question 'Mean Proportion of "Yes® Responses
‘o Handi- Nonhand1~  Handi- Nonhandi-
capped ~ capped - capped _ capped
Subjects  Subjects Subjects Subjects
~ Work — o7 rea Break_ _
Was supervisor préiéﬁt? ¥ ¥ 0.88 Y 0.6 ¥ 0.9 ¥ U0.4% g
- v B T ___ -t o Y
Was co-worker(s) present? % 0.96 -9 0.96 g 0.96 Y 0 b
o Y Y s 1
Did the target subject and supervisor talk? ¢« 0:45 ¥ 0:4% - ¢ 0.38 ¥ 0.39 $
e __ b 1 ! . ] N ¢
0id thgf;uperv1sor talk to someone other than v _0.81 ¢ 0.78 §¥ 0.9 f- 0.83 |
the target subject? « 1 s L b
Sed ik T ¥ R B ) | S ¥
de”thg”tirgét §Ubject talk with & peer or ¢+ 0.79 ¢ 0.8 ¢ ... 0.9 %
co-worker? ¥ 1 L Y |
S S )] | S L
Did the target subject talk with two or t 0.58 ¢ 0.56 ) B v 0.76 Y
_more co-workers? )} ) : L T |
; b T \ € . 1
‘0id_the target subject talk about & work- y 0.8 § 0.87 . ¢ .t 0.5 %
“related topic? 1 | . B B R | |
S I R 1 I T - -9
-Did_the target subject talk about & nén- Y ©0.28 ¢ 0.33 Yy 0.75 s 0.96 L
work-related subject? ) | L IS . 3 R
. I N I S|
! 0id the_target subjggtfgive help or work Yy 0.78 ¢ 0:78 t 0.3 ¥ 0.50 )
_cooperatively with peers? V' | % < |
oo S o -3 Y ) T - |
0id the target EUBJétt ask for help? Yy 0:01° % 0.15 f 0.0 T 0.07 Y
S . o )| oY - i | _ Yy h )
"Did the target subject receive help? § 0.28 41 0.22 y 0.02 T 0.08 ]
L - | TR S Yy s )}
!Did. the target subject refuse to help or ¢ 0.02 ¥ 0.02 Y 06:0 g 0.02 ]
work cooperatively? ; Y oy 1T
v * Y R i I ¥y 1
. 0id the Superv1sor g1ve 1nd1v1dual help to § 0.32 § o0.24 § 0.0 s 0.0 L
the target subject? ] | 1 N | 1
: ! A - .‘,_ N T ’ T - 7 ! ~_n !
~ 0id the superv1sor give 1nd1vidua1 he1p to, . ¥ - A B+ 1 0.0 |
~someone besides the target sebjegt? ERC | : X b | 1
' . R 1 2 [CTE b ey B T 1
3y the supervisor cr\tlclze t e target subject? 9 50508 .. % 00 b
) S R ST TR |
Did a peer criticize the target subjectJ . '§ 0.0}, )} 07 10 0.0 LB
B : ;9 g ¢ ] P 11_.:."': b .. :
0id the target subject érmtmcize a" % , ¥ 0.0l [1 0 ¢ 0.0 { )
Y s -- 2 T L
- 0id tie target’ Sub\éCt engage in rouohhous1ng? v 0.0 "% 0.01 § 0. T 0.0 )
[N s T v
1ig siiers engage in roughhousing? Yy 0.0 v 0.01 { 0.0 Yy 0.02 L |
o T - N Y V L % - - ¥
0id the target subject verbally joke or laugh? v - 017 ¢ 0:40 ¥ 0.40 § 0.54 f .
T o I | T (]
Did others verbally joke or laugh? v+ 0.15 'y 0.40 ¢ ..0.50 ¥ 0.60 d
R S > A s .9 = ¢
If the target subject did not talk, were ¢ 0.33 -§ 0.18 T 1.0 T 1.0 ¥
others talking? ] b b 1 1 !
' N S R § ... .. £ ¥
Did the target subject sit or stand alone "¢ Dp.05. ¢ 0.05 ; 0.10 ¥  0:15 ¥
¥ 1 ¥ i
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.1n1t1atlons between target subjects and supervisors (hand1capped median =

each episode, handicapped warkers interacted a median of 1.84 intervals.
In addition, nithin an episode, participants generally spoke more than
once A med1an of 65% of all 1nteract10ns contvnued beyond the initial
reciprocated response for hand1capped workers; (1nterquart1le distribution
= 0.59 - 6;75);5 In Eontriif;<jnteriétions of nonﬁéndiéiﬁﬁéd workers had a
51i§ﬁt1y hidhér ’rﬁéai'a’h:;(é—éé'f%’ntéraetiaﬁs per. "miﬁuté)' i‘ﬁtéractian ’o”c’c’u”r';

j o
d1str1but1on =015 - 0.54). They lasted a med1an of 2.42 lntervals and a

.-

med1an of 68% of all 1nteract10ns cont1nued beyond a Slnglé Spééklngjturn,

. for each part1c1pant (1nterquart11e dlstrlbutlon = %)60 = 0.80).

Part1C1pant§ in social interactions. * Co=workers were present almost

'all the time when both handiéabpéd'and'nonhén&iééobé& Worﬁéré were

observed (X = 96% of all check11st obéériéiionéj; Thns. ‘most social .
«1nteract1ons observed werg between the téréét'édﬁﬁéété and their Eo-norkéﬁé

(X = 95%). Approx1mate1y 75% of the time, target subjects talked to at

least one co-worker (handicapped Xi 79%; nonhandvcapped'X = 76%) dur1ng an

observation. Approx1mate1y 70% of the time, the target subject ta1ked w1th

two or more-co-workers during an observat1on These 1nteract1ons were

primarily dyadic (median = 0. 78) for both hand1capped and nonhand1capped
’bJects. : AR

‘ The superv1sor was: preiﬁnt for at least a oért of - 56% of a]l check11st

observatlons with hand1ﬁapped workers and 68% of al] observat10n§ W1th '

nonhandlcapped workers. When superv1sors were present— they 1nteracted.

with target subjects less than half the time (hand1capped'¥ 30%; andh‘

: nonhand!capped X = 23%rof subjects) Further, there were re]atIVely few

J

-

0. 12 nonhand1capped median = 0.10).

D1r9ctwmof—tnmat40ns ﬁﬂanhén&iééﬁﬁéa target subjects initiateqd

A 61
Era?"{‘f"‘w rrn" Rl“ 3 -
Ci LE e 67



B

interactions (median = 0:49; 1nterquart11e range: = 028) Si:i§ht1y more

4

often than handicapped subjects (med1an = -0.46; I‘Qterquartiie range =

0.17). 51m11ar1y, co-workers initiated to nonhand1capped subjects (med1an
= 0.44; 1nterquart11e range =‘9;22) more often than they initiated to

handicapped subjects (ﬁéaiaﬁ = 0:38; interquortile range z ofésj— Mthough |

tlons to~hand1capped workers (0.19) was hlgher than fo_r nonhan_dlcapped

worker§ (0 Oé) Anaiysis of the distribution of supervi§or initiationS— L o

'

range for nonhand1capped workers ; : S P
' e e e

When e1ther handlcapped or. nonhand1capped Subjects 1n1t1ated an

T~

1nteract1oh the co-worker'or Super\nsor generany reSponded L1keW1se,

When either hand1capped or nonhand1capped subJects were 1n1tlated to, they

A Y

4

genera]]y responded; However, there were cjses when the co- worker,

superv1sor or target subJect d1d not reSpon to an 1n1t1at1on* Th-1s ) Lt o

-

occurred more often when handlcapped 1nd1v1dua1s 1n1t1ated (med1an = 6i§

: mterquartﬂe rang&‘ 027) than when nonhand1capped md1v1duaTs 1n1t1ated

(med1an 869 gn%tﬂe range = 622) S1m11ar1y, hand1capped

_workers dld not respond to 1n1t1at10ns (medIan = 002 mterquartﬂe range . \

020) shght]y more - often than nonhand1capped workers (medIErr (); L .
" interquartile range = 668) ' '

Handicapped and -nonhandicapped workers' active,participation in social

ihteractions. ?o détérnine the degreé of héndicapped and nonhandicabped

fw

hand1capped and nonhand1 apped subJects were actwe partvc'lpants in both 3
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) dyadlc and group 1nteract10ns Nénhéndttéhbéd~W6rkér§; in generaii-werer

sllghtly more actlve interactors than handlcapped workers Nonhandicapped -

workers were active part1c1pants for approx1mate1y 87% of the lntervals in

wh1ch they 1nteracted (interquartile range = 0.13). Thus, for each
1nteract1on, noﬁhand1capped workers actlve1y part1c1pated for a med1an of
1.96 . lntervals of the interaction (1nterquaft11e range = 1:47). In
contrast; handlcapped workers were active participants for éﬁﬁréiiﬁétejy
85% (interquartile range = 0.18) of the intervals in ﬁhiéh they
interacted. Handicapped”individuals interacted for a median of 1:60

intérvaig of the interactidn.(interquértiie faagz = 0.05):

in thé extent of actlve participation (hand1capped 0.40 1ntervals/é$
1nterac§)on; and noﬁhandlcapped 0.64 1ntervals/ 1nteract10n) than in the

eitent‘éf active, hértiCibétibn in both dyadic and groqp 1nteract1onsv¢ =

2

. combined, lntgrquart1le range = 6iﬁ'intervais/interaction) In addition, .

one hand1capped and one nonhandlcapped 1nd1v1dua1 did not 1nteract at all

in 1nteract10ns that 1nvolved groups ‘of people Thus, when [interactions

L

Content of soc1a1 1nteract1ons. Durlng most observat1ons the

n

>'conversations 1nc1uded some work-related information (reference to Job or
. RN

. -

objects within the work environment) with both hénd1capped (X = 86%) and

nonhandicapped subjects (?.,z 87%). In a smaller proportion of observa-

38%, nonhandlcapped X = 33%). Workers be1ng observed were almost never
D wg"l-‘i
vff-tagk; Interactlons genera]]y,tﬁo)'pTace ln ‘the context of he1p1ng or

o
AT



forkers (Handiéaooéd X = 1%; nonhand1capped X = 15%) and almost never

.refused to help -a co- -worker [X = 2%). b

Superv1sors he]ped hand1cappéd workérs U? = ééi) ﬁaré'a%téh_thah

hbnhahdica'p"péd workers (X = 28%). In. addltion, sup"ervisors- helped those

work1ng 1n the same area a handlcapped workers (X = ﬁl%) more often than

v

those working in the same area as’ nOnhandlcapped workers = 31%)

Superv1sors and co- Workers se]dom critlzed the target subject and the

J’.

; target subJect a]most never cr1tiq1zed others " No 1nd1v1dua1s engaged 1n

)

1nappn9pr1ate phys1ca1 behav1ors s”ch as. E /ow1ng obJects or 1nappropr1ate

b "e"f ‘the target SEbj‘ééts; mfr other <+ .~ .

R |
' éaaiayéés bossed others w1thouta;§%hor1ty F1na1y, nonhandacaﬁbed wb?kers
& len than handltappeay;orker§ (X 17%)

in summary, during wonk“ nonhand1capped subJectsmwnteracted s]tght]y .
.moré often than hand1capped subgects The conVersatlonquﬁgboth handlcap-~
'ped and nonhand1capped workers cont1nued beyond 51ng1e exchanges The
maJor1ty of soc1a1 nn1t1at10ns 1nvolved target subaects and the1r co-
W orkers, superv1§ory 1n1t1at1ons we'e relatively dnfrequent. However, Wnen
supervisors d1d 1n1t1ate, they 1n1t1ated at a hlgher rate to a greater pro-

port1on of hand1capped workers than to nonhandicapped Workers Both -handi-

N

capped and nonhandlcapped subJects actively participated in 1nteract1on
IntEract1ons genera]]y involved work re]ated topics and took place in the
«ontext of work1nq cooperat1ve1y with co-workers. Nonﬁan&iéaﬁﬁed indivi-
anais joked aﬁa kidded more often than handicapped individuals: Fina1ly;
‘ittle or no inaborobriate behavior occurred:
'7 e o ‘[,; .

- i ;5 Duri Breal .

o oy

Rate of social interactions: The social interaction pattern dedng

O

break observations was similar to the interaction pattern observed in work

Eésfca:*v,. B 65 . - ﬂ
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bb”sérvati'ons | Duﬂng breaks, target subaects had opportumty to interact"
in almost a]] lntervals in which they were observed dur1ng break.

| Nonhandicapped employees interacted more often than handicapped employees
(handicapped median = 0.35; interquartile distribution = 0.23 - 0.56;
‘nonhandicapged‘ ﬁedian = 0.45; inferauarfﬁe distribution = 029 - 087)

. The median mteraetmn rate for nonhandicapped :individuals was 0:48

- o

'inifiaii()né per ‘minute (interquartile distribution = 0.29 - 0:56}:

i Episodes lasted a median of 4.48 fifteen-second intervals (interquartile
‘distribution = 3:20 - 5.55) and a median of 82% of all inferactions

contmued beyond the initial rec1procated respe%e 1nterquart11e

distribution = 0.71 - 6588); Handlcapped emp]oyees 1nteracted at a 1ower
‘rate of 0.40 initiations per minute (interquartile distribution =,0.28 -
0:48). Episodes lasted a median of 3.78 .intervals and a median of 74% of

an interactions continued beyond a single speakingiturn for each

participant (mter‘quartﬂe dlstmbuti'o'n = 0.65 - 0.85).

/
<

Participants in social 1nteract10n During breaks, éb-Wdrkgé were -

present a]mgst all the time when subjects were-observed (hand1capped?7- 96%;

=nadhand1capped X = 100%) 7A1most all 1nteract1ons were between target
subjects and their co-workers (X = 92%)@ Nénﬁindiéaﬁﬁed subjects
interacted ﬁbre during Breaké than handicapped SﬁBjeEféf ﬁbnﬁandiéabbed

" subjects talked with at least one co-worker, a mean of 86% of

' Eﬁe time; and with two or more co- workers 76% of the time. In contrast
hand+ capped subJects 1nteracted w1th at least one co-worker 81% of the time
and #ith two or more co-workers 67% of theé tlme Both hand1capped and
_nonhandvcapped workers engaged in fewer dyad1c 1nteract10ns dur1ng breaks

T\Handitap'ped median = 062 nonhandicapped median = 063')-th'an during work

o~
3
9]
Q.
Y
Qi
3

i

,,,,, RS 0'.75), conYerge]y, they engaged in more group 1n1:eratt1ons
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dumng breaks (medlan = -0.28) than durmg work (medlan = 0.16).

The supervisor was present durmg break observations approxmate]y 50%

= 49%). MWhen

of the time (handicapped Y_‘

g
2%
>
]
3
=,
o
3
=%
w—d s
o
oY
h=)
o
1]
o.
"

supervisors were present, they interacted less than half the time with

téFgét s&bjééts; Interactions occurred more often with nonhandicap-

4§x; than with hahaicappéa §ubjécts ﬁf = §éi§ Aimbst rlo

0 - 0.16; non-

0.01; lnter;quartﬂe distribution

W

= 0.01; ihtérquartiié distributiéh 0 - 0.08). Thusi

.

Nonh and1capped subJ ects 1mt1ated

0;56§ interquartile range 2 0.17) more often,fﬁif\
062 mterquartﬂé range = 0.31): Similar -

';'s - : e

A ‘to the mteral:tlon pattern durmg work, co-workers initiated to e
J nonhandlcapped subjects (medlan = 0.43; iﬁfé?&ﬁé?fﬂé range = 0.27) -
_ sthly more often than” they 1mtlated to ﬁéﬁ&iéé{ﬁbéd s@jects(median =
. 0.41; lnterquartﬂe range = 0. 35) | 2 ' |
Whe"n either hand1capped or - nonhandlcapped subJects initiated an 1nter-
actmn the co-worker genera]ly respondgd . L1kevnse; when co-workers in-
‘jtiated to the target subject, the target subject géhéraiiy Féébdﬁdéd.' In

those few cases when subjects' 1mt1atlo were not réspbhdéd to, hahdica'p’;':
ped subjects' initiations (meqjah = 0.11; interquartile range = 0.17) were

A rosponded to 'm'd're,.often»,‘t‘h/'an\.:}ﬁonhandicapped subjects' initiations
(medi1an = 0.01; interquartile range = 0.15). Conversely, v;'héri subjects were
initiated to By a éb-w’é?i&éﬁ; more handicapped subjects (interquartile range
= 0.17) than nonhandicapped sub3é6f§ (interquartile range = 0.11) did not

: -
,,,,,, : _

respond. ' N
Wﬁﬂ@p&dw_gartmjatmn in.social
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»Thteraction: Both handlcapped and nonhandicapped subjects were active
~participants: in social interactions: Similar to subJects_ active
prticipation during work, active participation.during breaks was almost

a1ﬁays conversational rather than hhySitai; Nénhandieaﬁﬁéd Sﬁbjéété; in

(hand1capped median = 083 1nterquart'|le range = 0.16; nonhandl__ca'pbe’d .

; med1an = 0.93; 1nterquartﬂe range = 0.13). For each bridk interaction,

v

nonhandicapped 1nd1v1dua]s act1ve]y part1c1pated for a median of 3.57

ihtér"*i’ (intérquartile range = 2.51) and handicappedrindividua1s were

a«.tlve part1c1pants for a medlan of 2.96 1nterva1s (1nterquart11e range =

181) In group. 1n~teract1ons, .nonhanc_heapped subaects were more actw_e

than handicapped subsects (handicapped median = 0.73; interguartile range =
;:035 nonhandlcapped median = 0.91; 1nterquart11e range = 0.07). The

'*'-.mterguartﬂe range for handlcapped 1ndw1dua1s was fwe t1mes that of

7\ “

nc‘sjhandlcapped 1ndw1duals mdlcatlng greater var1ab111ty among hand1capped

ndmaaan"" actwe part1 1pat1on in group interactions:
s |

s - -
Eﬂnﬁeracmons— Durmg most observatwns, hand1cfapped i

and nonhand1capped workers"' conversatwns were pr'lmarﬂ_y nonwork re]ated
‘Nonhandmapped subjects d1scussed bo_th nonwork-re]atecf fop1cs (X' 96%)
and work- related topics (Y 45%) more 'ohéh than hand icapped subjects
(work- re]ated X = 75%;-fon- work-re]ated X = 38%). 7‘
Interactions gene::?ﬁﬁ tbbk place in the Cbhtéxt;bf taking réfresh=

sents and relaxing. There weﬂ\ fewer 51tuations durmg breaks than dur1ng

NOTK where the target subJect gave help or worked cooperatwely,mth a co-

worker’ (handlcapped T 38%; nénﬁan&iéaﬁﬁé& X = 50%) 'In those few?itua-

tions when he]p was requested the target snbgect Qgger r'efused the request
,4‘,“

Super;wsors almost never offered’ help to target Stﬁvﬁects or og_hers

w - YL i
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aﬁrin§'BFeaES; Netther suﬁéFVisan nor ‘co-workers criticized the target

subject and the target subJeet never criticized others. 7{1 PR
T

More k1dd1ng and joking took p]ace du;ﬁgg breaks than durtng work..

\

Aga1n nonhand1eapped workers k1dded and—joked O( 54%) more often than -
handitapped workers (? = 40%). Nelther the target subJect nor other
" employees bossed others without authority nor engaged in any inappropriate

' behaviors. 0ccas1ona11y Subaects did not 1nteract with others during -
F‘ ,‘

: breaks (hand1capped»x' 10% nonhandlcapped'R 15%) In those 51tuathﬂs

‘, l
In summary, the interaction pattérn durlng breaks was similar to the

interaction pattern durlng work Nonhand1capped subJects 1nteracted more

often than hand1capped subJects Both - hand1capped and nonhand1capped sub-
jetts interaéted more during breaks than durihg work. In géheré1;
nonhandieabhed individuals engaged in conversations 1ongér than handicapped
individuals. Almost all initiations involved target subjects and their gé- |
‘ Workers; Superv1sors almost never initiated conversat1ons although there

1nte§act1on than hand1capped 1n61V1duals. The content of conversat1ons

generally focused on nonwork-re]ated top1rs Nonhandicapped subjects

kidded more often than hand1capped subJects and more jok1nq and k1dd1ng

. toov a1ace during hreaks than durlng work

. -
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hand1capped and nonhandlcapped 1nd1v1duals observed were steady emp]oyees

wh&i for the most part lived independently. Their general social patterns

were characterized by interactions that principally involved co-workers and

usually extended beyond an initial reciprocated response: Some differences
were noted between handicapped and nonhandicapped individuals,cmhich,
’1théu'gh sﬁiéﬁ— were consistent across a variéty of dependent variables.

ygation of social

1nteract1ons, and the extent of active part1c1pa pn was less for
f] '

handlcapped than for nonhand1capped emp]oyees

"

the pattern dur1ng work in,several respects Superv1sors a]most never
initiated interaction during breaks. Interactions during breaks were more

frequent and lasted longer than those during work. In qroup 1nteract1ons,

q,

.nonhandicapped 1nd1v1dua1s were genera]]y more active part1c1pants dur1ng
‘breaks than they ‘were during work ‘In addition; general content data
 suggests individuals may need to be able to carry on conversations about -

:nonwork\related as well as- work related top1cs. It is bbssibie that a

'f'd1fferent reperto1re of soc1a1 skills is necessary for 1nd1v1duals dur1ng

3
werk than “that whlch is requlred dur1ng breaks Further research is i

' ’-necessary ‘to ldentlfy soc1a1 repert01res among emp]oyees 1n d1fferent work

;2<pt+1nns and to 1dent1fy wh1ch reperto1res are most 1mportant to work ;

-
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- Goai_Three " a :

The purpose of Goa] Three was to assess the relat1onsh1p between
observed social 1nteract1on patterns of - hand1capped youth in work sett1ngs o
and seiectedvemp1oyment inc1dents as documented by emp]oyment -officers’
.contact reports. Goal Three:was,not.accomp11shed as stated, but the inves-
tigators believe its intent was achieved: When the proposal was written, =
the authors had reason to believe that 1nc1dent reports were a viable Source J
of 1nformat1on* Once the project was underway; it became apparent;that the
use of incident’ reports was quest1onab1e for two reasons s

First; little time of the staff of the vocat1onai§tra1n1ng centers 1n
this area is ass1gned to the mon1t0r1ng of work p]acements, an d se'ond
record1ng of 1nc1dents occur1ng at work p]acement s1tes lacked any
d1scern1b1e cons1stency e1ther ‘in frequency or in procedure For that
reason 1nc3dent or contact reports were not a,usefu1 support1ve source of
1nformat1on ta getermine whf}ﬁtof the soc1aL protoco]s observed through the

- Edy would be of most concern or 1mportance to employers:

, {
In the 1nterests of obta1n1ng 1nformat1on ‘related . to the 1ntent of

natural;st1c st

3 ;

Goal Three, the activities of Goal Onezwere expanded and upgraded to the
NS 5

extent that both a quest1onna1re and an 1nterV1ew study were comp1eted

On 11ne superV1sors of 'mployees in nQnsk111ed pos1t1ons were chosen to

;part1c1pate because th”' ypes of pos1t1ons cbu]d potent1a11y be filled bg

‘aes:fibe spécific eiamples of social s1tuat}ons that are of concern to then;; >

e .

ments of work than would examJnat1on of‘work p]acement reports, éren;if»- . i
. they had been suff1c1ently cd§s1stent ;?The procedures and the resu]ts of
¢

Eth ;_;pi oyer interviews are reported in the section entitled Goal Gne

7 0 # R " e, ) .
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because they are examined in relation to results of the questionnaire study.
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Goai Four
The purpose of Goal 4 was to integrate the information; gathered 1n the
preceding research.to arrive at a list and a description of social proto-’
éois that_arefimportant in employment: The prooess?for réduting the 1ist
to the most 1mportant(soc1a1 protocols was as fo11oWS. ?irStf éach'oues:

tlye. Positive soc1a1 protoco]s are th1ngs employees stouldddo to perform

satisfactor11y on the 5';" fgat1ve protoco]s refer to things emptoyees

should not do (such as ridicu11ng and threatening). The composite that is

L

presented below includes the top ten positive social ‘protocols and the f'a.s» ~

five négative ones. The next step in the 1nteg;§;1on process Was to rank -
' 7

> order each questionnaire 1tem by the mean ratlﬁq 1t received in the survey E,

¥

; Next questlonnaJre jtems Were rank,ordered based on the frequency wuth
which they were selected as of "most ‘concern® by managers in the 1nterV1ew

process. Fourth 1nformat10n gained in the flnal part. of the 1nterv1ews

. w allowed sunvey items to be rank ordered in terms of the mean nuMber of

transqresslons that would lead to be1ng f1red or suspended Those three
... lists were compared to one another ¢ Items that appeared on a]] three 11sts
‘or, at least: two oF the three 1lsts are 1nc1uded in the top ten pzsltlve

soc1a1 protoeo]s and the top flve negatlve soc1a1 protqpo]s that fol]ow.

.

Insert Table 4.1 about here

o5 _2),‘ -

.,.

‘with thelr assoc1ated data on the rat1ngs of 1mportanee and "most concern
and the number of offenses that would lead to firing or suspen51on It may

be seen that, among- the pos1t1ve social protoco]s, seven weré hlgh pr1or1ty

Ly

on all three ligts: Three of the-1tems (endlng fonversatlon at appropr1ate‘

\u'.
Ny
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Negative Sdeial, Proteco]s . L .

Positive Protocols Neaative Protocols
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fion- | Title {ing_of (times jof- __ Title ||no of i
aire | |ympor~- lchosen |fenses la) .
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points in t1me, following de]ayed 1nstruct1ons, and getting necessary

'1nformatton before perform1ng a new task) were top pr10r1t1es on two of the

-

vthree. . AI] thélnegatlve soc1a1 protoco]s were top prlorlty 1n a]] three ;..'
o?”thé measures. It shou1d a]so-be noted that; in general— transgre551ons

S fw1th1n the cla§§ oflnegatlve soc1a1 protoéols lead more - rap1d1y to f1r1ng

', - - I

or suspenswn than tran'gréssv'ohs Withlh_i‘ﬁbSt of the positive social proto= -

cols o
. .

The d1rect observat1on stud1es (Goa] 2) corroborated the top 1tems on.

v

the soc1a1 protoco] ]1st and prov1ded additional 1nformat1on about the

ahtéfédéﬁt éﬁéﬁt§, the *esponsé varlatlons, and the sett1ngs in " which they

<

occur: The d1rect observataon data also prov1ded spec1f1c 1nformat10n . K
v R ’

‘about the parameters within which social 1nteract1on_occurs on the;Job;
Néitx:aéSériﬁtioﬁs of social protocols are provided. . The positive -

'soc1a1 protoco]s are prov1ded first, foi]owed by ‘the negat1ve soc1al proto--

ot J

cois The deserlptlon of each protoco] 1nc]udes the tltle, a brlef des-7p

Soc1a1 Protoco]s

-
>

Table 4'2 115ts the sbc1a1 protocols w1th1n a matrlx that descrlbe;;the ‘ii"

' cirCumstanoes in wh1¢hvthey.occur. These include response variations, Loe
. C o Tl T -7

s

Insert Table 4.2 about here

-+

i | T _
" cattings, actors, and response formats:

a ¢ -

Posltlve Protocols L :

a

‘Number 1. Fo]low1nq 1nstructiohs ;?héré‘aré two catééoriéslof_t612‘
o S |
73
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B . Kesponse I esponse -
f . _ Varrations | _ Settinas. | Actors __format
* .Reé=___TTniti-| Work [Rreak |Co-_ TSuper-[0thers] Tyad [ Grouo .
) uéiaa'riié Cueqory soonds |ates | n_orker!nsor Comment
° Yo | L. S B
I l 1 | - - - S = - -
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response and the other refers to 1nstruct1ons that requ1re a response aﬁté
a delay. Théiabsérvatvoha1 rese aroh suggested that this protocol occurs =
pr1mar1]y‘dur%ﬁrk per1ods rdther than at break. Further, it was found

that both supervisogs and co- workers m1ght be the source of instructions.
' w

indeéd in normal work situations, superVISory presence was limited: Fre-;

some limited ways. In many Jobs; a worker needs to*ﬁe able to initiate
o o S o L e

instructions with other co-workers as well as follow-sthem. - More0ver,

instructions can occur in a dyadic or in a §Fodp situatioh; although the

dyadic format was more common in our observations. The importarce of
follow1ng 1nstruet1ons seems to be gener1c Th]s protoco] was con51stent1y.

rated the haghest among all types of employers -

-

, it
'"1gggtﬁ4;ob—related emergencies: .“This repertoire

1ncludes a broad range of potential responses In some cases, employers
were referr1ng to accidents or ‘injuries such as broken honesiehéart at-
tacks— etc. In other cases the ey wer referrinéito emergenties‘suth as‘{
broken plumbing or equ1pment ' ?n any’case, the employee would hé expected
A to 1dent1fy the situation as an. emergency and - 1h1t1ateJZOme series-o?'.-

responses to\appropr1ate1y deal with it. These emerdenc1es can happen when

’.ar_

~
v

an individual is at work or on break. It may involve any category of other{‘

‘people fe.g., co-workers, customers) and it may occur in a dyadic.or in a
. A S U SO
group situation. It is not possib]e‘to anticipate all the. variety of . o
t

"y

surveyed, Thus, for purposes 6f tralnxng, the most feas1ble alternat1ve
. t

ﬁiﬁh?'ﬁé to teach potent1a1 employees to seek help or to call any unusua1’

s1tuat1ons to the attent1on of a superv1sor gr a trusted conworker K '

:Mumber 3. Offering to help: Th1s category includes any offers made

e K ) '_ .jsl; .
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by a Worker to help'énothengvohkér'or a superv1sor in the course of qettlng
N i

some Ja} accomphshed Employees need tgfbe abTe to respond appropr1ately

. "

o AN IR T

to otbers bffers to help as- well as to. knp; when to: 1n1t1ate offers
themselvesf Although th1s could happén dUrmg breaks, 1t 1s more fréquent
and more 1mportant durlng the work perlods The observatlonal research
sij'g'géstEd that offermg to help is more freguent among co- workers although

1t could happen w1th a superv1sor also L.1kew1se, of fers to help are '

12

llkely to beﬁmore frequent in dyadu: than 1n groups s1tuatlons,

aumber 4. Us1ng soc1al amemi.qes Use of social amemtlés, 1ncludes

w T
responses such . as please, t;hank you, excase me, you're weleome, and the1r

.' \‘ e
common varlatlons Our observatlons sdggested ‘that employees need to appro-

¢

'priately respond to .ese amen1t1es as well as to initiate them. The use

—

of soc1al amenities: 1s expectep protocol both dur1ng work and break, a'n”_d.
L. =% s S
with ll categor1es of other employees L1kew1se, the1r use expected

\{‘\l‘ ,

both in dyadlc and in group formats There are some d1ffere'n'i;és in form "

¥
that soc1al amen1t1es take aACross various types of employers and even
‘

fic topographleal var1atlons that are taught to handleapped employment »

a - ! . 7/-. B ? .
tra1nees s o L ’g, ; . 2

11m11:ed in time and’tt refers ta; giving other people a{n opportumty tojﬁ ﬁ - . 7'-
talk. The observatlonal data collected u{nder ObJectwe 2 sugqested that ’ . ‘»a'_? ‘
juracien of aﬁ -ﬁrance during work time was 38 %’étonds w1th. an 1nter5:ar:l—' ; '
tile range from 30 to 60 seconds:. It also. suggest e‘;thﬁ most convers&- S ,‘
~ tions comtinue beyond one remprocatlon 7 Endlng convergatén aﬁsﬁppra—- - * =
prvate times 1s apphcable to both work and brfaésftygm’%s as well as o,..'; .
) Soe, A
BEST COPY L T S
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aty categor1es of actors and response formats. A“"f,aﬂure to end convert' 3L
tw” , v, .. p

.'t1ons ;appropr1ate1,g dur1ng work tuﬂes may, in some: c1rcamstances, be taken B

= - s

e " - -
R e 2T e oooa :

Nl

'(. as .procrast1nat1on.

This categor_y of responses ca]]s for an emp]oyee to d1scr1m1nate that he

fac1ng a new task and doesn t have adequate information to perform it "
A g:. ‘, 2
correctl_y ‘The nature of the task s of course; vgguld vary acro\ss emﬁﬁf

the embioyéé is

RN S te

and 3ob's.-f._; In the:

1n1t1ate some 1nqu1r_y to either a co- worker Or :
necessar_y 1nformat1on, and then to proceed to th@ t‘ask Thi's iir'o'to'c'oi is

- - X SN
.apphcaple to work rather than to b(rieak times and. usya'f'., results in a

in an employee who waits 1ndef1n1te]y to be told what to do or may result ey
' vﬁ‘ J B

. L . 5

T1=ns categg}ry

requires that
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pass it alpng_’ er person Thennature of many plaoes of egploment ;'

y
WG s

v . ‘

20 7seems ta mvo]ve fluctua'
2 X $ -

7 s from day tq %;’and w&el'c to week in spee1f‘1c
task‘s, materlals, or opératlogs Frequent]_y, & sem‘»ﬁaat rather than

ta]kmg to aH emp}oﬁes at one t1me,7’ 1 en,wsors gwe (nformatm@ to

F
L2
4
A
LR

Jvé:

a]ong Th1s resgpnse ategdr‘y gs more apphcab]e 'to work than to"break PR T
to - P &

”";A;);GJ :hons and@may 1ncorporat¢ both g) workers and supervosofs" Usua 'y

@ 'ﬁscr nterac%s«.are’ a ‘dyadic rather. }?{n a qrbup format\’%e . : -
LA )

\M

Jl_ o ‘iumber ‘8. Prgmg co-workers for a aomme Th@t‘&te/ory L o

qures that an employee praise his or her co-§ (‘ﬂgs when_a gob is . .7 \2‘
)

mpleted well: Emp]oyées—-need to be ab]e to respond approprlately]})

(A

O

~ praise as wep as \io give 1t. It is more 'tpphcable durlng work times

7.
S
&)

o ,_stmappﬁ:;.sa_-z; B
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Negative Protocols

N

>

& .1zed by~upi use gf improbab]e‘

"express1ons of apprec1atlon’from others ds we]l as to 1n1t1ate xhenksTh1s'

S

R ' g - -

*an supervvsors.- A]though it 2 53

than break t1me?~and to co= workers rath

ould happen in-a aroup, it most commonIy’oécurs 1n dyad1c 1nueract1ons.3 ;

‘NumbeEr 9. Ex re§§1ng appréc1at10n Th1$ requ1res that gmployees, on
- s E ' \F\ *
occas1on, express the1r apprec1atlon to. inother emp]oyee who nggﬁdone ,

someth1ng for them The emp]oyee 1$>€i5e5féd fo Fééaaﬁa %bprop?iate]y L)

protoco] G more common dur1ng work than break t1mes, and w1th co\iorkers

i - N “ﬁ N n} t = v :
.rather than superv1sors t1kew1se, it is more common in: dyad1c than¢1n ST
group 1nteract1ons. I 'f S _ oL o ) .
> e

et
.

. R . ~

col reqdlres that emp]oyees use a toge anq 1oud'e s of vo1ce whsch«1s -t
"L‘ N ' - .? :"u 'A‘J ; .’\n

appropr1ate to Yhe m' sage that they 1ntend to g1ve Speaking tgﬁ 1oud

| Number 10L U51ng appr;pr1ate tone and Io@d'é@ 4;2 voice; ~Jh1s pibto;i
S

1w111 be upsett1ng to many lmsteners and speak1ng<‘bo igftly will make 1t,

'd1ff1cu1t for théﬁ to hear what 1s sald L1iew1se, an 1nappr0pr1§fe ton-:

of v 1ce cot {1d eas11y be m1§taken for a sal casttc or angryﬁremark fhe > v
e of ap%Fopr1ate tone and 1§udnes of ;b;eeaare‘appllcpb}e to

conversat1 fial interactions durunq "ork and brcak “and wlqp co- workers, -

Superv1§or§ or otﬁeré Similarly; it is appf‘cable in both dyad1c and : ¢ Aj,L'

group s1tuat§on>. > -

-

accordwng toA:be emp]oyers th




A

‘ suggest that argumq can p,ccur occaswn&,}«l;y during break times; it .is morg .

-'1nter%t1ons v?th co -workers or mth the superv1sor and lt may oc‘:ur 1n

* ’..dyads and in group: response formats. S e
> AT -

reflects s1tuat1ons in whhch employees have frien ds who ha‘ng arbund the1r

' d1,sgacted fmm h1slher wgrk%r from, customers b;y the 'presencef of these
RSN SN &
. friends In add1t1on,_dur1n.g bre*, emp]oyees may/rnte?"act wi th the? ToSNe

fr1encts and return 1a'ce from &heir

. grumbh g and \C plammg

They are most applicable to work“Situation interactions with supgfvisors

'

. (‘4;

in a dyadic format. | o
* Number 2.. Argu1ng mth eleoyges oniéuperwsor fhis'neqétive prbto-

co] refers to argumentatwe behav;gr b;y thé emp]oyee E1ther as respogses to ;

someoné éis 3 comments or as, mntiat:ons. | Although our observations -

\,\ P

: v/‘
serious when it occurs dur1ng wBrk t1mes This protoco] can occur during

-

- Q - .- i
i - - - . g

Mumber_i._limn&tr 3. Lends arounchurlng_ wqu t1mes This 'protoco]

v

place of work - and attempt to 1nteract durTng work times.’ The s1tu
§ .

appears to be most frequent]y apphcable in restaufant employéé&' 7
that friends may- "hang out" in the restaurant and the employeéqy be \ —~—
. [ “A

: Number 4 G%nbhng_about cbm i

(‘

ny’ ;Empiojéégmaj ni' Akt these ‘resper e .s or respond %o 80mp1a1n -

<'ng and grumbl q by oth". ) onees,..thus encpuragmg it fnésé'in’térac:” R

tlons occur “at work andfrurmg breaks.,: They are- 'pr1mar11y among“coiwbrkrs_

- -5
:

L)

Fatﬁér fhan w’ai’tL .ﬁ:e superv1sort‘ They may occur in éither a d ad1c or a

: lg.oap responsg/format. Burmg%ie/iaﬁtgrwews, employers %gqested thft _ e -

% / T
ale and may%ndermme the*ﬁthomt;y AN\ 7

R 2 . 3 -
- 16ul'/rL@Lana !i?eatenLg The de?ﬁawn 0 thw proto-— - e

- AN

akmg'fun\pf others‘§ behtihng\them personally or t,hejr‘




4 . -
-

ﬁi’* : work. and threateniny them w1th éithér 6hys1ca1 harm or damage to their

N ' reputatvon It may occur during work or break t1mes and usual]y 1nve1ves :
. co -wor rs rather than Super‘\ﬂSor‘S Th1s soc1a1 protoeol may:* %oaur‘ﬁthm .
@ ayaai or a group

exam'lned "this one- laads most rapldly to be1ng fired or suspendéd

onse format Among al] the social protdcoais that we,--. o S

2

Summar of Protocols- ( 8 \ - IR B i-

Y. A% | ~ R~

The. soe1a1 ptotocoLs descr1bed above cou]d‘be IoglcaHy arranged myo o

«eﬁc £ . . ‘
E t two main greupmos Thef‘e are those that are d1rect1y re1ate]l to the per-, .
.’;q o . /'n\

formance of work tasks and those that are '?‘egated to bemg a pl asant é % <

‘ a'nnable 1ndw1dua1 “The flrst category mc]uc}es Kotoco]s/su - aS' fo]Tow-
e SR A O :
1ng 1nstructlons, g;espondmg appropmate]y to Job relfted eme encles, "' . W

: i ath ‘ :
°ffe”"$ to hemhﬂ‘s’ gettmg necessary Jnformatlon fore attem £ing -2

> - new/task provﬁmg job* re]ated mformati to others and on th? negaive
v y \

.

s1de, hav1ng ff"nds around durmg work hours and s'ng weak or ph "eyg

cuses:
fﬂ& D‘fi 1

anﬁﬁges, conversatwna] protocols (mt]u s '__',7."?:

are, the use of E/mﬂ

';";;

v Our observat1ons suggest/that effectwe preparatmn for emp]oyment o .
i ‘ ‘b . - r .
%m attend to both soc1a1 pj'tbcols that re, @t/fo productlwt'_‘y and tho}e ) - -

‘*protoco]s deser1bed

il

—tha‘t re]ate to be1ng p]easant; 2 ost of}*the socu

‘,.17_/“

p tabTe to the ameq of kmnloyers that
! i»

4

; s%egl_}o be genérwa‘}\h(

surveyed, although a f-ew,

e" of empToyer than another 'L-

.‘

descr1bed above are sub;je X tofiumr Gts for spec1

H _



’,- 'will probably have to operate;

, e . .
O T v
response topographies and antecedeht conditions that are determined by - L

" ] L
partvru?ar emp]oyers, 1oca1 cu]tures, and, in some cases, specific co- + .
- v g@ ’ —~ T :
workers or supervfgg:;>that are 1nvongE- o : . : .
-.,-;.1‘.,,3" - _ T . _
7 :
These data suggest ‘that a successfuls travnlng Ot} ééééf@ent program : -

.

 § ’é"é'éi ié'éls 9 Flrst th&re is the
;-évéiuatibn of géhéric-ékiiis th are ref]ected 1Hythese protoco]s (e'g,J

conversat1on, am1ab111ty) exi;; ’ere is the determlnatvvn of - spec1f1c . Ay

types of éﬁiloyers or spec1f1c types of jobs wherexn one set of protoco]s .

o

“~

’“Q success-of a part1cu1¢n 1nd1v1dua1-1n a Spec1flc work s1tuat1on w111 . d*?_

| require a detal1ed ana]ys1S’of tne“behav1ora1 topographr'

N

superv1sors




of pro'ocols for soc1a1 respopqu Wéréﬂescmbed Thu>s, th1s sectﬁm will - w

. not further summarlze f»lndmgs but ?ath;*/attempt to draw out the1r _

o b .§ o

’F1rst QTe 'fﬁust 3sk rwhethe?“ihe soc1a1 protoco]s descmbed in tﬁié T ~

project are’ sufﬁc*rent]y nip]ete Ttme sinitial sour(fes ?br soc1a1'prgto- 7 \
° 5 'cb]’s*ih'cﬁjdéd“ 'i'ﬁ’th’i'S‘ reseMcame’from the currenphterature in voca- - L‘w ai
& tional tra1>nng aﬁd p]’acement To/bhls__ue_x:&iadded 3 1a1 protov: \ /t_ha"f E Do
‘ b’écsa'me evfdeﬁ‘t 1; ogr’ own prehmmari researth: - S ' é]; that.»,I/\.\;":j'Ij". ’
7 furthgr research wﬁ] mentvfy addT'QvoTua] soc}.ﬂ res f{ha_t;i,ai;é f;if Vo

1mpor5?ant for vocat1ona1 s‘uccess ﬁgt wer'
LR £ -

_ ,J, SR

N cappereop]é espec1a1’ly the mor é eve e]y ha;gdu;apped souai‘performance

will be" mamzest’ at a more Severe level than tf

<

2y S 50 B
¢ some sot1a1 repertmres that Em,%](g

11t{t1e concern uL,toﬁw ’tud;y m1ght be o#” far g eatér con

w&e]atuve] few com@htme’émphment supepvisors have d1rec' expemence

wth Eandmapp‘ed warke;s, éﬁ& §1ﬁéé she]t_ed?wc‘)r_l&@




w..
be useful to v6citiéﬁé1 training and p]acemen; )
‘ v

ed ths ggcval protocol;s are of a class-of responses

~

(eg o fo]]owmg mstrucmons)Knh a dehneatwn ofzsé'r'n'e' of the situation=-

~
al varufﬁles that %urro&nded thet

q&,ha’ nistics ma_y need far more, prem

'tently c1ted by emp]dyers But there are a mu]tftude of d1fferent kinds oi,

o iﬁﬁstrdétw@ Instructiqns %‘lay be: very easy or ver‘y 7'
B 5 . ’
tlons mayobe very urgent or not; instructions may be, givaols

& |

i very forceful ly; 1nstruct1o‘ns myoe presented very cled
= 7 w'a'y; The i%zsue becomes whether it is suff1c1ent toél

0

c]ass of social pro’toco]s are subdwf/ hat fme]y, '_ Iy Wl
,7 .v; o . o R /. i . . -l .
LT O Y A
} in any useful ge:;erahty. ‘ N o C-q‘ig
. S l\no.her iSsue that needs Jto be addressed is the reliability of the ¥
)
) ; dmgs of thexobseryatib" s different managers,

«

7;ss ,geogra'hma] areas,; types of e%ployers, ‘and across d1ff’rent types

J - PXJ

1uded thirty m?nagers, al\'i from a rural

-

-

Ef;éé §f northern Utah: The results were ana]yzed for ‘Ehrebtypes of em-,
-1 v-

»l



p]oy@rs (food sérv1ce, other sérvice, and manufacturers) fhére7§SS'%6?
| Feferegce to any specific jobs ln,regard to the respondlng of managers in QV
-~ this sﬁk;g} A series, of systematlc repllcatlons will be necessary to s
asseswbuhether the f1nd1nqs reported hereln are. appﬂvca le across “other _— -
Py o

varlggge In our survey research, no clear differences were fOUnd between o

the respons f the three categor1es of managers that we exam1ned in . ' ;;

they do ex1st Moreover, it is not clear that the three categbr1es deflned -

LS

for th1s study are the mos}
w [ /.
typés of employers. Moreov r,\there Were dlfferences between the categor1es

.of employers in r%gard tf’the pattern of d1sc1p1ﬂnary consequences that N

' ‘.they emp]oyed It seems 11kely that different k1nds Q#h1obs might;. calT for
S AR -
diffe ent k1nds of s%f1a1 sk111s For example, an - asse_ Ny ; 1ine wor&e[ in
2 !

€ s iz
a fac torx in Betroﬂt mlght requ1re, at least¢pn some ways; a different

: arr'? of social skifls: than a dishwastier. And that may again be difﬁerent; :Jﬁgg‘

c

5

- for a wa1t?es§ or for a custor1an §1nc§%nn th1'
: r 5 ) _ a'

if
. é;g tq}i@gﬁbnd in: 11ght of spec1f1c <¢\\\

faéscr18ed in th1sWse8tlon in rela-

\q/th1> survey~in wh1ch ?: "ﬁﬁgrf'
~ Yjobs og%‘:e of 1nterest‘
I U ™Y +
to the - ver, ly(%igal1y to the observatlonai research
. - ' - .

Ees O£L¥a]1dlty 4%gklhanagers responses to s

e

(

P R , T
' ed verbai%g do.-not necessarlly parallel7 S

Y jat1ve1y abstn%?t questions 2% _
ie_placg of businggs. s "
P g_q e. X R g
_“fdt yepe sarlly’adent1cal' ST

~c.

~ B
in res?pnses tg. soc1a1 b_



& : ,
: o S . . N : ,;/ T o
opinions about emp]oyees. There are a variety of ﬁay's(fhat future research: .

. might address these 1ssues AUﬁéﬂ§§ to ask ﬁahagéFS tok ahk order.:their

current emplayees and then relate rank1ngs of those employ
% e 8 .
. the social protocp]s 1lsted 1n-the ‘survey. In that way one m1ght 1so1ate

- .‘l!"

".mow ranked emm%}gesw -

S

e i Xaid

rs', one could al S0

assess the eﬂtent to wh1ch dﬁf?érent types:of managers concur. Ahot EF j;i

' UId be to attempt to P;rectly observe~the "E&6F¥5

£01s among emp]oyeeB\ggfthe p]ace of bus1ness,h

¢

© The prQb]“ms of 1ntru5 '

P 'best but“most 1abor1ous approach is 1ong1tud1ha1 In the f1na1'ana1y51s,~

Py - C .

the 1ssﬂ§§of va11d1ty tan on]}\be broached by 1ook1nq at. emp1oy $ 0 er a
re]at1ve1y long span of time to see wh1eh employees w1th which - set of
soc1a1 behavioral sk111s are successful at secur1ng, retavnvng, and Advanc-

s é;ihg their_vocationat)prospects; ‘ e ") oL T
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] FIELD OBSERVATION CHECKLIST : SR/SPRT

' @ ' B Observation Tnformation Subject Information [N
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Was superwsor present?:::::::::::::::::::::; ------------------ @@@@@.@‘@@
Wa® CO-WOTKEr(s) Present? —===-m-==c=mmm—me-—-ooomo oo R DOOPEEO®OO
Did TS and 5UPPFViSOr LaTK? = - = oo o e e o mm e m o m o em e o m e m oo o CROMAEAOOO®O
Did swpervisor talk to Someone Other tham TS? =--==w====—--=mm-omomoo o - - - 0]0]0]1010101RICI0IV)
Did TS talk with a peer or co- SWOTKEr? === Zm-mmmmmmmmmees R i @@@j@@@@@@
Did TS talk With two oF fOre CO-WOTKErs?= o= mommmmommmmmm o= ommmmommmom OeReRAO®OEOOO®
If 15 did not talk during observation; were others talking in the vicinity?--=--= olefolololelvlolels)
Did TS g\ve help or work cooperatwe]y w\th peers (e go.comply wlth request, e e e e e e A
hold <ame Waterials as. someone; do .one step in_a_several step task mvo]vmg---- @@@@@@@@@@
others)? (Do not count working individoally with supervisor. y 1 v _ _ _ _ _
Did.TS refuse to help. or work_cooperatively (either verbally or B --q4---S=r--- @@@@@@@.@
failure to comply with rEqUESt) . ] I
Did TS talk about a work-relatpd topic? -—--=—=c—-em=cmmeSocmmm e eeme o @@@@@@@.@@ .
Did TS talk about a ‘non-work related top1c (somethmg happemng satside of o o o o e o o
work; somethmg they_like/dislike not related to work, coment on c]othes fm——-- @@@@@@@@
or someorie’s appearance. oo :
Did superv1sor criticize TS (say they did somethmg wrong or they shouldn 't -==-- @@@@@@@@@
so somethmg or they look funny)?
Did peer Criticizé TS? == c-e- S afiiciicciccmmm—=n mmmmmmmm——m e @@@@@@@@@
- Did TS Ciititizé éh}'dﬁé? 5:::::4::;4--—-------"""‘ """"""""" éé@@@@@@@
Did TS interrupt a conversation? (lnappropriately breaking into a conversation). lojololololuloo0)
Did aNyone interrupt 1§7 2= =7====--mmmmmmm--mm-==m===m=—omooao-oo- Plolololololololole
R o i eloolololelulololo)
Did the TS receive help? ==========-=======ooo--ooooosmmosssmonoo lolelololeIoIvIbIoIv)
Did TS sit or stand alone. when 6Eﬁ£rs were sitting or_standing in groups ------- OReE®GE: @7
{Cross out the boxes if TS stayed ¥t a fixed work station.) ®®@®© ®®@
* Did supErv1sor g\ve individual help or 1nstruct10n to ?gj’ """"""""" ®@@®@@@@®@
Did supervisor give individual help to someone 'b"es’iq'es' TS?.o-=omms i CD@@@@@@@@@
Dig TS verbally joke or laugh? === ===-m======-sosssoosoomoossoooos
Did others verbally joke or 1augh?:=2==22-o2ooooomn-m-  RRnEE TR e
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